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ABSTRACT 

USE OF DEADLY FORCE BY POLICE OFFICERS 

The report covers n two-year period of data rollcction in a four-volume 
format. The first volume presents an overview of shooting procedures and 
experiences in the 14 police departments visited during thl.'! initial phase of 
the study aimed at choosing four departments for intensive study. The 
second volume summarizes previous research llnd presents thl.'! theoretical 
positions of the study team. The results of the intensive study of four 
departments ore presented in the third and fourth volumes: that study 
included interviewing officers who shot at citizens over a three-year period; 
interviewing offi~ers who did not shoot in similar circumstances; examining 
case files, personnel and disciplinary records, internal affairs reports, 
and training files stemming fr.om shooting and non-shooting incidents; and 
determining the knowledge of officers regarding deadly force law and policy. 
Volume III is descriptive in form~ based on the study as naturalistic 
observation in police communities; it has been published separately as 'rhe 
Badge and ~ Bullet (Prlleger). Volume IV contains the technical results 
of the study, including statistical analyses. Differences were found between 
shooting and non-shooting officers at the level of statitical significance 
but certainly not of predictive utility. An impot'tnnt finding was the 
widespread limited knowledge of deadly force law and policy among police 
officers. 

to' 
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INTRODUCTION 

This volume reviews documents and other information that were collected 

during a series of two-day visits to selected police departments throughout 

the Uni ted States. The vi s its were undertaken in an effort to acqui re an 

understanding of the manner in which these departments addressed themselves .. 
to issues beari ng upon the use of deadly force by thei r personnel in the 

course of thei r work, and to use the ; nformati on in sel ecti ng departments 

for more intensive study. It must be stressed that the material in this vol

ume ;s in no manner intended as definitive in regard to all dimensions of 

how the law enforcement agencies in the diverse jurisdictions deal with ques

tions concerning deadly force. The chapter confines itse1f~ by and large, 

to an examination of written, formal statements that can be found in the 

libraries, training academies, and archives of the departments reviewed. This 

volume also attempts at times to relate these materials to other aspects of . 
the agenci es I structure and work: thei r sTze and personnel, the 1 evel and 

types of crime within the jurisdiction, and similar matters. 

The basic material with which we worked in compiling this volume was of a 

quite uneven level. Sometimes what was available in writing seemed hardly to 

do justice to a department which in diverse informal ways paid much more so

phisticated attention to the matter of deadly force than its documentation 

would have led us to believe. At other times, we found as the project pro

gressed, much of the material we had gathered seemed largely window-dressing, 

representing the result of an exercise that involved.a few officers putting 

together a statement that bore little relationship to what actually took place 

within the organization on a day-to-day basis. Word-of-mouth, ortatory 
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lectures, and cautionary tales can, of course, be as or more effective than 

things that constitute the syllabi for recruit training on the subject of 

deadly force. Pad we any hopes for amassing readily-comparable material 

from the diverse departments, these were rudely shattered in quick order. 

Police units are notoriously independent one from the other, and they are 

not notably responsive to elegant imperatives for formal rer.ordkeeping, 

particularly in terms of formats that could make systematic comparisons 

more feasible .. 

That there might be requirements for better and more regularized record

keeping in regard to episodes of deadly force inevitably highlights a host 

of competing social values. Public agencies in a democracy clearly ought to 

be as responsive as possib1e to the constituencies they serve; and those 

constituents cali best make judgments if they have an adequate supply of 

useful information, both about thei r own agency arid about others 1 ike it 

located elsewhere. At the same time, there are those who view the fragmented 

nature of American law enforcement as one of its glories, and who compare it 

with nationalized forces in other areas of the world wh~re the police often 
• • 
tend to be involved in partisan political fight~. For them, the record-

keepi n9 i di osyncraci es of Ameri can 1 aw enforcement--and the; r patent i nade

quacies for satisfactory public policy decisions--represent a small price to 

pay for the individuality and freedom from homogenized control. 

Use of deadly force by law enforcement agents ;s an extremely important 

issue, and all departments take at least some cognizance of its preeminence. 

They are apt to refer to the sacred nature of human life, a matter which al~ 

most inevitably leads them to further consideration of trying to balance 

decent care in regard to the 1; fe of a suspect or an endangered bystander 

against potential life-threatening danger to the officer involved in the 
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episode. This is the kind of matter that hardly can be neatly tied up with a 

few definite formulas for action. In addition, for any individual police de

partment, the use of deadly force is also important because unfortunate or 

indefensible use of such force may well trigger severe repercussions bearing 

on the sereni ty and the careers of the offi cers i nvol ved as well as thei r 

super; ors. No bureaucracy as a rul e prefers perturbati on when it can pros

per or survive with reasonable amiability in a more quiescent condition. 

On the other hand~ there n~1bably is a fairly widespraad fee1ing among 

police supervisors that there ,relativel~~ little that they can do that 

wi 11 have that much impact on the 1 evel of use of 1 ethal force by thei r 

agents by means of training programs; or, at least; an amount of training 

that would not detract from other demands which they regard as more pressing. 

How much time and effort should be expended to reduce the number of question

able instances of dea?ly forca usage from 14 to 11 in a given department? It 

is always said, in accord wah our Judeo-Christi"an heritage, that human life 

is infinitely precious, but few public policies (note the level of medical 

care avail abl e to our cit; zens as well as the mandated automobil e speed 

limits) pay literal attention to such an ideal. Besides, of course, there 

is a suspi ci on that too much attent i or to 'I nhi bi t i ng the use of weapons by 

officers may jeopardize their own lives in instances when force is very 

much in order, and where hesitation could prove fatal. 
, . 

Keen use of screening tactics during hiring probably can contribute some-

what to the degree of untoward use of deadly force, though it may well be 

that the informal socialization of officers more than offsets initial pre

delictions of recruits. Besides, of course, despite a relatively high level 

of unemployment in the country, the pools from which police forces draw their 

new officers remain rather limited. 
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Shootings are ordinarily situational events~ their outcome dictated by 

a very subtle blend of person$ and places, moods and mediations. General 

ru1es and guidelines can be established--and should be as good as they can 

be f~shi oned to be .. -but they can only speci fy ina crude way procedures and 

modes of thought that ought to be employed ;n situations which are outlined 

;n rather broad fashion. Many of the documents that we will be reviewing 

must be seen as providing a basis for ;nference-~·for reading between the 

lines, as it were· ... about how a particular department regards lethal force, 

or more particularly, of course, how it has chosen to transmit its beliefs 

in the formal documents that are available for inspection. The documents 

need not be taken at face value as sUbstantive evidence of what will, indeed, 

go on within any given department. This is not an unfamiliar condition with 

program and policy statements: consider, for example, the variation that 

every student has experi enced at one or another time between a del ectab 1 e 

(:atalogue description of a college course and the classroom reality of the 

saIne offeri ng. 

In thi s regard ~ the present report must be seen as a compl ementary and 

supplementary aspect of the much more intensive field work that was carried 

out in four of the cities first visited. It may also be used as baseline 

data against which more in.depth observations can be compared. 

Finally, we have tried to determine from the materials that were gathered 

during these early site visits some procedures that might well recommend them· 

selves to law enforcement agencies other than those which originated and/or 

amployed them. It wi 11 become obv; ous that di fferent departments have de ... 

voted varying amounts of initiative and talent in regard to matters of the 

use of deadly force, and it seems likely that the guidelines, review pro

cesses, data collection ~ethods, and similar matters should provide valuable 
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ass; stance to other departments looking for more sat i sfactory methods for 

responding to issues regarding deadly force usage without having to reinvent 

them locally. 

Format Notes 

This volume was compiled without attention to our later work which added 

much depth and fUrther insight about the way that business is conducted in 

those jurisdictions t~at ultimately make up the four-city study sample. This 

procedure of writing the present report in isolation from the refinements 

that could have been introduced from later work was adopted for at least two 

major reasons: first, it was felt important to present the material that 

had been gathered on these initial site visits without the contamination of 

the later information, especially since less than one-third of the sample 

underwent additional examination. And second, we considered the primary 

aim of this volume was to scrutinize rules and regulations and some of their 

correlates without the obfuscating effects of later insight. That is, we 

want to know what departments say that they do; if we had intruded data on 

what they in fdct do, it would have been inevitable that we would slight 

many aspects of operational guldelines. 

An additional major decision that underlies this volume concerns its 
. 

structure, that is, the manner in which the material is to be set forth. Our 

first impulse was to establish major categories, such as training procedures 

in regard to deadly force, and then to see what each of the sites had to con

tribute on this matter. This approach was abandoned after we had not gotten 

very far into it, largely because it made the material extremely repetitive, 

with the sites tending to blur one into the other. It became difficult for 
. 

the reader to recall what, for instance, Dallas was doing that Miami was not, 
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and particularly how this related to diverse other asp~cts of the approaches 

employed to the issue of deadly force in Dallas b~d Miami as these might 

relate to the training procedures, It was therefore decided to proceed site 

by site, but to make the report (hopefully) more ; nteresti ng and worthwhil e 

by at first setting out in some detail matters in the first few jurisdictions 

reviewed, and then focusing more finely ;n the remaining p'laces on matters 

that seemed to differ in significant ways from those detailed earlier. 

Data Collection 

The vi sits to the 14 pol ice departments whose reports constitute the 

basi s for thi s vol ume were, as noted, di rected toward obtaining a better 

sense concerning which among the units selected for initial screening might 

best fit the requirements for comprehensive field study at a later point in 

the investigation. The cities first visited do not by any means represent 

a simple random sample of American police jurisdictions. Rather, they were 

chosen with an intent to maximize the possibil ities for later collecting 

useful ; nformat; on. A fi rst aim was to locate 1 aw enforcement agenc; es 

which deal with a heavy volume of vi01ent criminal activity. In addition, 

the sample was limited to police departments which, on the basis of initial 

i nqui ry, i ndi cated that they woul d be wi 11 i ng to cooperate when the time 

came to examine in muc.h closer detail experiences they had had with cases 

involving the use of deadly force by their officers. 

The research strategy that underlay the present volume involved personal 

travel to a minimum of 12 jurisdictions and a maximum of 18. The first de .. 

lineation of suitable sites was based upon information about the level of 

police shootings in particular departments that had been compiled by Lawrence 

Sherman, and by work on the subject carri ed out under the auspi ces of the 

.-~-.. ,--------' 
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Police Foundation. Research by James Fyfe, in addition, had sensitized the 

research team to the fact that its focus had to be broadened beyond an ex

aminat' 'In of only those episodes which produced fatal outcomes. Attention 

a 1 so had to be focused on the tota 1 number of inc i dents in whi ch the 1 aw 

enforcement personnel purposely shot thei r weapons. Otherwi se, the study 

would be distorted by introduction of considerations of marksmanship accuracy. 

We had set a population limit of at least 250,000 persons for us to con

sider the jurisdiction for field investigation. Our first review located 57 
. 

departments that we deemed as potential places for site visits. We cut the 

list to 25 on the basis of our personal knowledge of the workings of some of 

the departments, as well as other criteria of suitability, most particularly 

the amount and character of criminal activity in the jurisdiction. There-

after, we telephoned the chiefs in the places remaining on our list. These 

calls further delimited the roster. For instance, we suspected--and our call 

confirmed this suspicion--that City XiS police force would not be hospitable 

to the kind of inquiry that we intended to carry out after our first explor

ation. That inquiry would involve detailed examination of each episode of 

police use of lethal force, no holds barred and no quarter given, except 

that we would let the chiefs know that we had no preformed political agenda, 

and we believed that we were thoroughly conversant and not unsympathetic to 

the exigencies of law enforcement administrative work. We would, to put it 

simply, call the shots as we saw them, but only after we saw them, and then 

only after scrupulous consideration of the available evidence. 

A few departments responded to our fi rst probe by ins; st i ng that they 

had no problem in regard to the subject of our concern (that is, deadly 

force), and they di scouraged us from attempt; ng to verify the; r impress; ons 

of the matter at first hand, even to the extent of our trying to determine 
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why it was that they had no problem. It was obvious to us that we could 

not carry out our work without the full cooperation of the agency we were to 

examine, so we abandoned these sHes. No particular loss in the integrity 

of our effort was seen to accompany such a decision, since the aim of the re

search in no sense has been to muckrake or to poi nt an accusi ng fi nger, but 

rather the work was designed to determine how lethal force came to be employed 

and how, in the future, it might be restricted to only those circumstances in 

which it is necessary. Our goal was to develop insights which would allow 

the const ruct i on of an ethos and a set of gu i de 1 i nes throughout the nat i on . 
under which law enforcement officers, bystanders, and criminal suspects would 

all be secure against unwarranted death by means ~f police weapons. 

Ult'imately, the 14 jurisdictions that were selected for personal visits 

were, in alphabetical order: (1) Birmingham; (2) Dallas; (3) Denver; (4) 

Detroit; (5) Honolulu; (6) Kansas City, MO; (7) Miamij .(8) Newark; (9) New 

York City; (10) Oakland; CA; (11) St. Louis; (12) San Diego; (13) San Jose, 

CA; and (14) Rochester, NY. The field work was conducted between the midd1e 

of January' and the beginning of March of 1980. We usually first met with 

'the 'chief of the department and, quite often, he would set up a later ap

pointment with a liaison officer who he believed could best respond to our 

inquiries. 

We carried with us a prepared l1st of matters that we wanted to cover 

wit~ the persons to whom we talked in each of the departments. These matters 

are set out in the following outline. The items that have an asterisk are 

those wh i ch we hoped to be able to obta in and bri ng back wi th us fo 11 owi n9 

the visit. 

[INSERT CHART 1 ABOUT HERE] 
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CHART 1 

Data Collection Agenda for Site Visits 

*1. Statement of Mission, Goals and Objectives 

* 2" Organi zat; ona 1 Charts: 

a. Func4:ional 

b. Personnel (Ethnic and Sexual Breakdown by Rank) 

*3. Policies and Procedures (written) 

a. Use of Force 

b. Use of Fi rea rms 

c. Investigation of Use of Force and/or Shootings 

- Complaints 

- Internal Affairs 

- Review Boards 

- District Attorney1s Role 

*4. Information on Shootings 

* a. Definition - out of holster, firing, hits, fatalities 

*b. Number of for each of last three years 

c. Case data access 

- Internal Affairs 

- District Attorney 

- Officer Intervie~s 

5. Personnel Data 

a. Content of Files 

b. Access to Personnel Files 
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CHART 1 (continued) 

c. Access to Individuals for Interviews ~Check Employee 

Associations) 

- Involved Officers 

- Investigating Officers 

*6. Training Programs and Materials (Technical and Philosophical) 

a. Recrui t 

b. In -Se·rvi ce 

c. Command and Supervisory 

*7. Individual Stress Management and Community Relations Programming 

8. Calls for Service Data (for sampling like incidents, number and 

type of incidents by month or year, access, mode of collection, 
" 

access to dispatch tapes, mode of taping) 

*9. Crime and Arrest Data . 
a. Data Collection Form and Mode 

b. Statistics for the Past Year 
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We had specifically requested that the chiefs not go to the trouble of 

preparing materials beforehand in anticipation of our visit. We did this . 
because we did not want, to discourage an invitation on the ground that it 

woul d represent a burden upon the resources of the department. We presumed 

that, havi ng estab 1 i shed some personal rapport wi th us, the offi ci a 1 slater 

might be much"more willing to help us with our work. Some chiefs, despite 

our message, did gather together the information that they had available 

about the use of deadly force within their departments and in regard to others 

of the matters indicated in the foregoing Chart. 

We did not write down any information in the presence of the officials 

with whom we met, in part to encourage them to talk as freely as they wished 

without any fear that everything that they said would take an "official" form 

and perhaps return to haunt them. Police officials are among the most often 

quoted persons in public life. Indeed, many departments supplied us with, 

among other materials, guideline~ that all officers have for dealing with 

the press when they, are i nvol ved ina case that has attracted medi a atten

tion; such guidelines look very specifically to~ard keeping the image of the 

department in decent perspective and not compromising any aspect of the case 

under investigation. Besides, of course, any political figure who deals 

with some regularity with interviewers knows that it is possible, when it 

seems necessary, to claim misquotation or misinterpretation. Tape recorders . 
prec' ude such a strategy and, as we hav~ noted earl; er, our ; ntent; on was 

not to cross-examine our informants, but to allow them to relax and to feel 

as free as poss i b 1 e to help us ; n our work. As soon as an ; ntertervi ew was 

concluded, we tried to recapture for our own' notes the details and flavor of 

things we found important that we had been told. 

The materials that we collecte'd in accordance with the foregoing chart 
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form the core stuff for our present report. Some observations on the quality 

of these materials is in order if the volume is to be understood in terms of 

exactly what it can be taken to represent. For one thing, not surprisingly, 

the information varies enormously in its completeness and in its accuracy. 

The matter of accuracy we were able to establish from our later inquiry, but 

it also would have been virtually self-evident in a variety of circumstances 

when numbers did not match up from report to report and when a variety of 

other discrepancies were noted. In pol ice work, by far the highest priority 

;s to deal with what comes up day by day; retrospective review does not rank 

near the top of those things that preoccupy American police officials. 

Crimes and emergenc; es occur; they have to be dealt with as they ari se; 

thereafter, it is on to the next crisis. Take, as a simple matter, the issue 

of personnel data. A great amount of background information may be gathered 

about an officer when he or she is recrui~ed, but thereafter record keeping 

is apt to be 1 ax. If the offi cer marr; es, there often ; s no routi ni zed way 

by means o.f which such information makes its way into the personnel files; so 

'too'with the birth of children to the officer. If the aim is to relate 

some' aspects of law enforcement work to the marital condition of the o~fi

cers--items such as time of marriage, length of marriage, number and ages of 

children--the records of the law enforcement agency that employs the person 

often are not likely to be of much use. 

As municipal or county officials, nonetheless, police chiefs and sheriffs 

are responsible to political authority, arid they must supply some kinds of 

bureaucratic data for accounting purposes. Such reports, for most police de

partments, are not regarded as particularly important. They will not resolve 

crimes, nor will they be of much help in determining how to deploy resources 
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most effectively. In addition, of course, the chiefs are well liware that 

precision rarely is demanded by those to ~hom they report in regard to things 

such as crime rates. That the reports are fi 1 ed, and th!'lt they provi de some 

crude measurement of the level of criminal activity in the jurisdiction is 

about all that is apt to be expected. 

In addit~n, despite the appearance recently of sophisticated data col

lection and analysis systems, law enforcement agencies generally are low in 

the hierarchy of city units which are afforded access to such systems. In 

St. Louis, for instance, there exists a Regional Criminal Infbrmation System-

REGIS--but it is owned and operated by a separate authority, which tends to 

regard statistical activities other than those concerned with the police as 

of more pressing importance. Given their agenda, the police usually are not 

overly concerned about this. The result, of course, ;s that there exists 

ml'ch erraticism in the statistical reports and great and significant varia

tions in the quality and reliability of the mater~al that we were given. Many 

jurisdictions, for instance, employ the practice of recording the solution of 

a reported criminal event at the time that the case is cleared UPe In this 

manner, they may tabul ate a n""mber of robberi es as hav; ng occurred in one 

year--and such robberies appear on the year-end statistical summary--with the 

solutions being enumerated in the following year. Taken to its very extreme, 

it is possible, for instance, for a statistical summary prepared in this 

manner to show 400 crimina1 episodes with 450 solutions during the same time 

per; ode 

The foregoing refer to the statistical portraits of criminal activity and 

police performance in respect to such activity. Similarly, training materials 

were of varying quality an\1 thoroughnes$, as were the other kinds qf informa

tion with which we were supplied. It is not unlikely that the quality of 
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information reflects upon the housekeeping skills and, more arguably, the 

quality of the word of the department in a particular realm. But it also 

is 1 i kely that for some departments such matters are so well known and so 

thoroughly drilled, either through formal or informal channels, that it is 

regarded as redundant to reduce the items to printed or mimeographed form. 

There are, to return to an earlier analogy, few persons who would be willing 

to rate the level and value ,1 classroom instruction of college professors 
\ 

only on the basis of the syllabi that they distribute to their classes. 

One last caveat: The attempt to draw relationships from and among the 

diverse materials as they bear upon issues relating to the use of deadly 

force is a very hazardous enterprise, and we do so only with large-letter 

signposts to warn the reader of the extremely tentative and inconclusive 

nature of such an effort. For one thing, of course, the departments that we 

sel ected are not too di ssimil ar in terms of the vari abl e upon whi ch we fo

cused, so that the variance is not sufficiently great to allow the formation 

of impregnable generalizations. For another, causal connections can in no 

conceivable way be established. A certain kind of training program may 
. 
seem to be associ ated with a hi gh or a low 1 evel of deadly force usage, but 

there may be numerous other factors about which we remain uninformed in this 

inquiry that actually produce the association. For another thing, as we 

have specified, the materials with which we are working are of uncertain 

quality •. 

And, fi na lly, we must stress that our a im was at all costs to avoi d 

invidious comparisons among the departments that we visited. We told the 

chiefs that we were not engaged in any enterprise that carried any connota

tion of a smear campaign, and that we were not interested in seeing whether 

they were "better" or "worse" than the; r coll eagues, in 1 arge part because 
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we were certain that such a conclusion could not honestly be reached on the 

basis of the incomplete and inconclusive information that we were gathering 

in this phase of the research. Rather, we wanted to get some ideas, to 

determine what was being done, to be able to offer some helpful guidel ines. 

Our purpose in this volume, then, is to review the state of the art in 
.. 

regard to aspects of the police use of deadly force as that matter is involved 

in the operation of 14 police departments located in metropolitan areas in 

various sections of the United States. We want to distill information that 

we obtained during our field visits, keeping in mind again that the visits 

basically were designed not only as explorations of the potentialities of the 

sites for much more detailed and intensive examination, but also as arenas·in 

which to gather some initial impressions regarding exactly what was out there, 

what was being said and done in regard to the matter of police use of deadly 

force. Here are some of the questions that we expected to be able to address: 

(1) What do the departments have on record as statements of policy con

cerning officer use of deadly force? What is the range of policies among the 

departments we sampled? What are their common characteristics and what as

pects are unique to a particular department? As part of this topic, we also 

desired to obtain information about the historical development of such poli

cies, where such information was available. When did the policies originate, 

when were they altered, and in what particular details were they changed when 

the alterations occurred? 

(2) In specific regard to police shootings, we hoped to learn t~e level 

of such activity in each department. How did they record the episodes, how 

complete are their files, what actions do they routinely take in the wake 

of these actions? 
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(3) In the eVbnt of shootings, or as a consequence of such affray~, do 

the police reexamine and shift their policies and their met~lds for dealing 

with these kinds of situations? What, in general, has been their experience 

with the various publics they respond to in regard to the topic of lethal 

force and ; n regard to parti c.ul ar instances of the use of such force? 

(4) How do the various dep,lrtments fOr'mally and informally transmit 

their rules and standards in regard to the use by members of the department 

of deadly force? Are specific parts of the training programs devoted to the 

subject? If so, how much time did such training consume and what is its 

emphasi s? Is there any attempt to rei nforce the trai ni n9 experi ence at a 

1 ater poi nt in the off; cers I careers? How do the top admi ni strators feel 

about the training in regard to deadly force: do they agree with the present 

emphasis (and the current policy) or do they object to some elements of it? 

(5) How do the foregoing items relate to aspects of a department's 

structure and the nature aT its crime control operations? That is, do there 

seem to be connections between such matters as organizational structure and 

pol ides about deadly force, between the number of crimes of violence and 
• 

the number of shoot i n9 epi sodes i nvo 1 vi ng the off; cers both as targets and 

as rnitiators of such uses of force? 

Put in its most general tt::rms, the frame of reference for the present 

paper was to determine, in regard to the police use of deadly force, operating 

policies; level of activity, guidelines, variations among departments, and 

some of the possible consequences and correlations of such matters. 
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SAN DIEGO 

A good deal of i nformat i on about the 1 aw enforcement conditi on can be 

derived from a summary table that provides available dat.a on the dozen lar

gest citi es in the western United States. For San Di ego, Tabl e 1 tell s 

us some of the following things: Most particularly, it can be observed .. 
that the rate of violent crime is extraordinarily lower than the population 

size might lead an observer to anticipate, presuming the common assumption 

that the larger the city, the more serious the problems of spisodes such as 

muggings, rapes, homicides, and assaults. San Diego in 1973 was the ninth 

1 argest ci ty in the country, growi ng very rapi dly (at the rate of 3,500 

persons per month), and nonetheless stands 43rd in the nation in its rate 

of violent crime. Add to this the inevitable distortion in figures intro

duced by population tl'ansiency: San Diego imports a large number of tourists 

each year, some of whom commit criminal offenses, but none of whom are counted . 
in the population base employed to calculate crime rates. 

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 

San Diego records its rela'cively low rate of crimes of violence (pre

suming, of course, that the figures may at least in a general way be re

garded as reliable mp·~sures of actual behavior) despite a rather high num

ber of naval personne1 who are stationed within the city and are involved in 

an occupation and at an age level highly conducive to crimes against the 

person. One further calculation adds to the equation. Of the dozen cities 

on the list, San Diego has the lowest per capita ratio between population 

and number of police officers, that is, the fewest officers per citizen. Its 

figure is one officer for each 699.6 persons in the city. San Jose is the 

nearest, with one officer for each 664.5 persons; then the list drops off to 
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Table 1 

Diverse Characteristics 2f_£!E!~§_~!Eh_~~QLQQQ_r2E~!~E!2~_2f_~2re in 13 Western States* 

City Population National % Nonwhite Number of % Black % Spanish Violent 
(1973 est) Rank °tf~97fs Crime Rate 

( 1977) 

Los Angeles 2,747,000 3 23% 7,299a 5.8% 8.6% 1226 

San Diego 757,000 9 11 1,u82 NA NA 583 

San Francisco 687,090 14 29 l,559b 7 5 1363 

Phoenix 637,000 17 7 1,532 3 7 660 

San Jose 523,000 22 6 787 2 8 511 

Denver 516,000 24 11 1,384 6 11 979 

Seattle 503,000 25 13 1,014 3 0.6 826 

Portland 376,000 35 8 693 1 0.9 1057 

Long Beach 347,000 41 8 615 3 4 977 

Oakland 346,000 42 41 656 16 6 1666 

Tucson 308,000 45 5 515 2 13 512 

Albuquerque 274,000 42 5 491 0.4 19 839 

*A1aska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming. 

a Por 1976 bPor 1979 

---- ---- ---- ---_._-- --- ---------

Natlona1 
Rank 

13 
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Tucson at one offi cer per 598.1 people; Long Beach at a ratio of 1 per 

564.2, down to Los Angeles, whose 1 per 376.3 ratio can at least in part be 

explained by the vast geographic distances that must be policed. 

Let's move in somewhat closer to the ethos of the San Diego department, 

as i ndi cated by some of its written mater; a 1 s, to see if these mi ght be re

lated to the numerical information with which we have started to portray the 

the Department. As most police organizations do, the San Diego agency sets 

forth a general statement of purpose. Such proclamations tend toward mother

hood-type conventional, perhaps by the nature of their purpose, and San 

Di ego's assuredly ; s no excepti on: liTo mai ntai n a peaceful and orderly 

community, to protect the lives and property of its citizens, to reduce 

opportunities for criminal acts, and to apprehend individuals suspect of 

committing criminal acts. II At the same time, the San Diego training materials, 

which are the most voluminous among those of all the 14 cities which we 

visited, include a nine-page, single-spaced essay on "Enforcing Law Impar

tially," which opens with a rousing quotation from Thomas Jefferson's inaugu

ral address, and tells the recruits that they are part of a "revolution and 

reformation" striving for, among other things, the "equal and exact justice 

for a 11 men" of whi ch Jefferson had spoken. It is noteworthy that the tra i n

ing documents recognize that the recruit "may not agree entirely" with the 

civil libertarian principles that are enunciated in this particular plan, 

but it is argued that "an awareness of these assumptions will give you a 

better chance of benefitting rrom this training experience. II The document 

is in essence a moving plea for the recruit to perform his or her job with 

respect for all persons; and part of the arugment ;s that. in doing so the 

job will be made easier. But there i.s also a strong appeal to idealism. 

"Impartial enforcement is intellectually and emotionally consistent with the 
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basic foundations of democratic government and its legal expressions and 

guarantees." 

That any relationship exists between compassionate and impartial law 

enforcement and the extent of use of deadly force is certainly arguabl e. 

What the 1 esson plan, read in its entirety, attempts to do is to underGut 

stereotypes, so that officers are alert to respond to all stituations in 

somethi ng of an uncontami nated manner. The problem, of course, ; s that 

stereotypes tend to be exaggerated caricatures with some statistical basis 

in fact, at'least on some occasions, and law enforcement work often relies 

heavily upon statistical probabilities and inferences. In short, a considered 

judgment on these materials has to be that, desirable as they may be ;n 

regard to democratic ideals and human decency, they very likely bear little 

relationship to deadly force usage except in terms of their constant stress 

on cool judgment on the part of the officer, on sophisticated assessment 

of each situation before taking action. They also convey an incessant empha

sis on regard for human beings as people, a feeling that may inhibit the 

firing of weapons by officers. 

Organizational Features. The San Diego Police Department is obviously 

an organ; zat i on that attends scrupulous 1y to its paperwork. Our materi a 1 s 

include a 2B-page detailed structure of the manner in which the Department is 

arranged in terms of command/positions, subordinates, lines of responsibility, 

and similar conditions. Had our sample been large enough and the organization 

arrangements distinctive enough and the number of shootings by police discrep

ant enough, it might have been possible to draw some conclusions about these 

matteI's as they related one to the other.' But this would require much more 

extensive and targeted work than that mandated for the present in providing 

in numerical terms important data regarding a police department as that de-
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partment I S record of use of 1 etha 1 force comes to be interpreted. Does 1 etha 1 

force tend to be used more or 1 ess in departments whi ch come nearest to 

matching the makeup of their forces in terms of the constituent ethnic and 

racial elements of the jurisdictions ' population, or does this factor seem to 

be irrelevant?' And what changes over time appear to take place, from .. 
jurisdiction to jUrisdiction? We would stress again that since lethal force, 

while not uncommon, certainly ,is not an event of large dimensions, it is 

essential that samples of some size be employed for rather: long periods of 

time in order to gain assurance about the integrity of findings. 

On Lethal Force Policy. The San Diego training manual highlights on a 

separate page some vi ews regardi ng the use of 1 etha 1 force. The poi nts are 

well made, and therefore it is worth repeating the three-paragraph statement 

in full: It appears as the Introduction to the training section on firearms: 

You are a police officer by choice. Your decision 
to become a police officer places upon"you the responsi
bility of making decisions which will frequently affect 
other people's lives. The most critical decision you may 
be responsible for, is whether or not to fire your weapon 
in life or death situations to totally incapacitate some
one. A police officer, without regard to rank, assign
ment, or experiencei may have to make such a decision at 
any time. 

A primary goal of Firearms Training is to ensure that 
each officer has the knowledge and understanding necessary 
to make a valid life or death decision. An equally im
portant goal is to develop each officer's ability to 
skillfully and confidently use incapacitating force with 
a handgun or shotgun. 

This section of training will stress a complete un
derstandi ng of the mora 1, ci vil, and crimi na 1 1 i abi1 it i es 
and restrictions in the use of force with firearms, in
cluding pertinent Penal Code sections and a:l Department 
Instructions and policies. Each officer will be trained 
in the skillful use of the handgun and shotgun and will 
become familiar with the nomenclature and operation of 
other types of weapons. 
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One feature of the preceding quote stands out for present analys; s. 

Putting aside its rhetoric, which we find quite good, it raise~ the question 

of whether i nstructi on in the use of deadly force ought to be ; ncorporated 

within the segment of the training program devoted to firearms instruction. 

This is the most common practice among the departments surveyed. The argument 

for such incorporation assuredly would be that in terms of logic and coherence, 

this is where the subject best should be handled, at a time when other aspects 

of firearms use are being communicated. In such a way the recruit will get a 

thoroughgoing overall view of all dimensions of the subject. The counterargu

ment perhaps caul d be that the subject of deadly force is overwhelmed by 

other', perhaps more interesting, materials when it is included within the 

firearms training segment. Several of the present writers recollect their 

own experiences on rif1e and sidearm ranges, and by far the most vivid recol

lection has to do with issues of marksmanship: how do you aim and anchor 

yourself most effectively so that you can record the best possible score 

during the practice and examination session. Other materia1s take a distant 

,bac~seat to the excitement of the competition and the curiosity of one's 

ability in a novel enterprise. It may well be that instruction in the use of 

deadly force should be far removed both in time and subject matter from the 

segments dealing with weapons use. But this ;s an empirical issue, and 

perhaps some answer could be had from small-scale experiments which attempt 

to provide some resolution of the issue. We could, for instance, vary the 

posit i oni ng of the deadly force i nstructi on, keep; ng its content unchanged, 

and at least derive some idea of how well the material "takes)" that is, how 

well it is recalled under diverse instructional conditions. 

In San Diego, a further document with the catching title: llShoot-No 

Shoot ll sets forth a single page in the ingredients of the California Penal 

._-----~---____ ----J 
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Code's various sections that bear upon the legal interpretation of the use of 

deadly force .. The five Penal Code provisions have as their major titles: 

P.C. 835 - How an arrest is made and what restraint allowed: P.C. 835a -

Reasonable force to effect arrest, prevent escape is permissible; P.C. 843 -

What force may be used; P.C. 196 - Justifiable homicide by pOlice officers; 

and P.C. 198 ~ Bare fear of offense is not suffiC'lent to justify ki11ing.· 

There is a large and very sophisticated literature on the question of statutory 

interpretation, by legislation and case law, of deadly force regulations, and 

there is no need to repeat any aspects of these through 'exposition here. 

What needs to be said is that the setting forth of the penal code provisions, 

while informative, opens up as many or more questions as those to which it 1S 
responsive. There is most commonly the employment of terms that defy consen

sual definition, particularly terms such as IIreasonable" and "necessary" 

whi ch pervade the statutory mater; al s. Obvi ous 1 y, the ; nstructor woul d take 

it upon himself or herself to clarifY, presumably with examples, some more 

precise meanings of these words as those meanings have been put upon the 

terms and phrases by the courts or as they have ex; sted in the common 1 aWl 

But it would not be amiss to incorporate such materials within the training 

handouts so that they might be available for careful consideration then and 

later by recruits and officers. It is possible that such absence of clarifi

cation was partly responsible for the necessity for more formal rules (as we 

shall see a few paragaphs oelow) to have been issued by the chief early in 

1979, on the Department's IIFirearms Policy." 

The session that is labeled, in capital letters, COMPLETE UNDERSTANDING 

OF THE USE OF DEADLY FORCE, takes up four hours of the recruit training 

program. The fi rst part is devoted to the sett i n9 forth of the Pena 1 Code 

provi si ons. A second concerns i tse 1f wi th "cons i de rat ions to address ; n 
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determi ni ng whether or not to resort to the use of deadly force. II It is 

noted thereafter that 'students will be required to know all these factors." 

The factors are: 

1. Type of crime and suspect (s) 

2. Threat to lives of innocent persons, both present and future 

3. Immedi acy of the threat 

4. Capability and type of the suspect's weapon 

5. Present capability of the officer 

6. Situational awareness (presence of mind) 

7. The law and department p01icy 

The ordering of the considerations may be arguable--some might think 

that the 1 aw and department pol icy shoul d head the 1 i st--but perhaps most 

susceptible to a bit of second-guessing is the absence in writing of informa

tion on the issues, or, put another way, the dependence on the thoroughness 

of the instructor in transmitting the materials, and the diligence and memory 

of the student in incorporating them. 

The lesson plan also calls for review of firearms policy in regard to 

carrying arms on dutYf reporting and investigating shooting incidents, carry

ing'weapons and escorting prisoners on airlines, and the handling of injured 

animals. There is a section on the civil liabilities associatd with the use 

of deadly force by officers; anothnr titled "mora1 responsibilities in the 

use of deadly force, II and, fi na 11y, a segment wh; ch deal s with the psycho-
, 

logical and physiological reactions to stress, a subject much favored by 

virtually all of the police department training guidelines that we had an 

opportunity to examine.. In each instance, the lesson that the San Diego 

pol ice group is attempt; n9 to convey forms part of the package. It suggests 

that it is "normal to become tense" and that "a difficult situation" can 
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make you become "slightly anxious." It is debatable whether this material 

properly belongs in the session on deadly force, particularly given the 

rather limited time--four hours--that is devoted to the topic in its entirety. 

The training materials are not without their own tone of foreboding that 

probably becomes associated in some way with the use of deadly force, for 

better or for "worse. There is, as 111 ustrati on 1 shows, a pi cture of a mil dly 

ominous looking man, black by race or by poor printing processes, and some dire 

warnings: "Remember the suspect has the element of surprise and the reaction 

time in his favor. When approaching the suspect, 'Watch his hands. I He may 

have or reach for a weapon, or attempt to dispose of incriminating evidence," 

The advice certainly is very much in order, though the picture of the suspect 

seems to add little or nothing to the warning to trainees. 

[ILLUSTRATION 1 ABOUT HERE] 

Other Department materials include an administrative bulletin that sets 

forth the rul es for carryi ng weapons and escorti ng pri soners on ai rl i nes, 

since these behaviors are governed by the regulation of the United States 

Department of Transportation and the Federal Avi at ion Admini strati on. The 

rul es are exceedi ngly elaborate, and i ndi cate the kind of forethought and 

awareness of possible contingencies that ought to be part of the preplanning 

for situations involving potentiality of danger assodated with weapons. 

These guidelines, however, do not bear directly enough upon our subject to 

take them up in further detail here. 

The San Diego Police Department also provides a list of types of revol

vers which are approved for officers. The same directive prohibits chrome 

or nickel finishes on weapons, and orders that guns are not to be cleaned, 

repaired, or unloaded in any police facility. 

The training materials for San Diego further include a segment on Arrest 
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Be on the alert for, the unexpected. Remember, the suspect has the 
element of surprtse and the reaction time in his favor. Whc.tn 
approaching the suspect, "Watch his Hands." He may have or reach 
for a weapon, or attempt to dispose of incriminating evidence. 
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and Control which offers a series of exercises transmitting methods to disarm 

a person carrying a weapon. In addition, there is a very good segment on 

"Confl i ct Management, II whi ch provi des some t ime·tested advi ce on how to cool 

off potentially explosive situations. There;s advice to "act as a guest" in 

a house to which the officer is summoned or has to go on a situation not re

quiring more aggressive entry. "Be gentle; reassuring; touching is advisable 

when appropriate," the guidelines suggest. They note that it is not a good 

idea to "stand over a person you are talking with." These hints are largely 

for domest i c vi 01 ence s i tuat ions, and they end wi th the i de·a that t'he off1-

cers "sit if they wish, stand if they wish." And, finally; "Don't take 

sides." There is also a great deal of information on how to handle mentally 

disturbed persons, a subject of some importance in the area of deadly force 

because of the erraticism of such individuals and the sometimes-inability of 

persons accustomed to more normal behavi or and cues to make sense of what 

the mentally deranged individual is up to, a matter which can be frightening 

and lead to untoward response. 

Finally, in the material on Law of Arrest, there is the following scenario 

in the San Diego training materials. An officer discovers a burglar inside a 

commercial.building at 3:00 a.m. The burglar, carrying one half million 

do11ars in diamonds, runs from the officer after being told that he is under 

arrest. The officer knows that he cannot possibly catch the man unless he 

shoots him. The potential law enforcement officer has the following questions 

to consider: 

1. Could he legally shoot the suspect in the leg to wound him? 

Why/Why not? 

2. Could the officer shoot to kil~? Why/Why not? 
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It might be a useful idea, we thought, to pass up such hypothetical 

materials and concentrate on actual case studie, from the files of the 

Department, those that either are suitably old so that no person's reputation 

is possibly compromised, or suitably camouflaged so that the same end is 

achieved. We suspect that the recruits would find it more absorbing to second

guess actual instances, with their tendency to have a greater translation 

into immediacy and reality. If something has happened, and happened in a 

setting known to the officer, then it seems possible that it might happen 

again, and to him, and the lesson might seem to have more relevance to what 

he finds is essential to learn and compreh~nd fully. 

Firearms PolicX. The training materials are made more definitive by a 6-

page memorandum circulated from the Chief of Police in San Diego to All Sworn 

Personnel, dated March 14, 1979, and titled "Firearms Policy." The memorandum 

notes in its head! n9 that, among other thi ngs, it is concerned with the 

institution of a police shooting review board~ The preamble observes: 

Contemporary society, the legislature, the judiciary, 
and the Department place a greater value on the preserva
tion of life than on the apprehension of criminal offend
ers. For this reason, the Department considers firearms 
to be used only when necessary to protect human life, or 
to prevent bodily injury. 

The memorandum is worth setting forth in some detail because it clearly 

represents the result of some considerable thought by a department that 

obviously takes great pains to establish orderly and sophisticated procedures. 

The policy of the San Diego Pol)ce Department is set forth as decreeing 
• that officers shall use a firearm only' as a last resort when it reasonably 

appears necessary. There is, it will be seen, no way to avoid the uncertain

ties of "reasonably" and "necessary,1I though the phrase lias a last resort" 

qualifies both words to an extent. The conditions under which weapons may 
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be used by officers are set forth under three major headings: (1) To protect 

themselves from death or serious bodily injury; (2) to protect another officer . 
or any other persen from death or serious bodily injury; and (3) to apprehend 

a fleeing felon "reasonably known" to be armed with a "deadly weapon" or a 

felony involving great bodily injury or the threat of great bodily injury. 

The polic~ statement also deals explicitly with the use of shotguns, a 

matter not generally considered as such in the material that we have from the 

dozen other departments which we visited. It is noted that police vehicles 

should be locked when the officers are not in them, so that" shotguns may be 

safeguarded. On the use of the weapons, the guidelines observe "in the use 

of shotguns, there wi 11 be times a deCi s i on wil1 have to made whether or not 

to 'utilize it before the exact situation is known." The following general 

rules are established: (1) The shotgun may be taken from the vehicle in most 

cases where a fe'ony is in progress or when it has already been determined 

that guns are involved; (2) it shall normally no~ be taken in calls of family 

disturbances~ fights or other type cases where a felony is not in progress or 

when there is no prior known evidence of guns being involved; (3) a shotgun 

can be a hindrance in certain situations--foot chases, handling and searching 

prisoners, confined areas. 

The San Diego Police Department also prohibits warning or attention 

shots fired into the air or ground, noting that such shots "present a danger 

to officers and to innocent p'ersons." The rule, however, is a bit ambiguously 

phrased with the qualifier that such actions are "generally" prohibited, so 
. 

that a reader is left uncertain regarding particular conditions that might 

allow an exception to its mandate. The same phrasing is employed in another 

rule of conduct, this one noting that ~firing at or from moving vehicles is 

generally prohibited." The rule is justified on the ground that "experience 
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shows that such action is rarely effective and is extremely hazardous to 

innocent persons." That the stipulations are qualified by "generally" is, of 

course, traceable to the fact that some conceivable situations might arise 

where the conduct presc ri bed woul d const i tute effecti ve and necessary 1 aw 

enforcement tactics. But it might be desirable to specify such conditions 

to provide some sense of the more definitive meaning of the specification. 

The Department also points out that firearms are neither designed nor 

intended to be used as cl ubs and are not to be employed to strike persons. 

Again, the phrasing that this course of action is "generally prohibited" is 

employed. 

Reporting Firearm Discharges. When weapons are fired, almost all po1ica 

departments ins; st on a formal report in the wake of the i nci dent. The 1979 

San Diego Police Department policy statement is particularly detailed in 

setting forth the procedures that are to ensue in the aftermath of a weapon 

firing. How such procedures bear upon the use of deadly force remains, of 

course, another important ; ss ue that requi res focused i nvesti gati on. It can 

be assumed, as a rule, that law enforcement officers, like the rest of us, . 
tend to have a certain inertia about bureaucratic requirements, and that the 

more detailed and tedious the reporting requirements the more the behavior 

that will bring them into motion will be avoided. But this is only a general 

statement; it is also true that beyond a certain point rules merely elicit 

evasi on ; f they are regarded as ,too intrusive and/or too unreasonabl e. 

In San Oiego, the following procedures now are policy. If an officer, 

either on or off duty, accidentally or intentionally discharges a firearm, 

except on the target range, he has to report i mmedi ate 1 y to the stat; on 

supervisor about the episode. Then as soon thereafter as practicable, he is 
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requi red to submit a written report to the same supervisor. "When appropri .. 

ate, II that supervi sor is requi red to di spatch a supervi sor to invest i gate 

and submit a report on the incident. A form PD .. 128 ("Notification of a 

Shooting Incident") is to be prepared and sent directly to the Inspector of 

the section on Investigation and Internal Affairs in the Department. 

If there .has been an injury or a death from a gunshot, or if the event 

involves a possible criminal violati()n in regard to the usage of the weapon, 

the following police officials, in order, are to be notified: (1) the 

lieutenant in charge of homicide; (2) the Inspector of Investigations; (3) a 

representative of the City Claims office; (4) the area commander: and (5) the 

Personnel section sergeant or investigator on call. This last notification 

is to be made only in the case of injury to a 1 aw enforcement off; cere 

Rules are established for the release of information to the press: 

Release of information or statements regarding the inci
dent shall be the responsibility of the Investigations 
supervisory personnel assigned to investigate the shoot
ing incident •. Officers involved in the shooting incident 
shall not discuss the situation at the scene with anyone 
other than the initial ranking officer on the scene and 
the assigned investigative personnel. 

When there is a shooting incident involving death or injury to any 

person, the matter is to be handled by members of the homicide unit. In any 

instance,;n which an officer shoots arid kills or injures another person, 

that officer is to be relieved of field duties until the completion of the 

investigation by the homicide unit. Thereafter, the officer may be returned 

to full duty. A~ interim assignment is to be made by the appropriate Deputy 

Chief. 

Internal Affairs ultimately receives the materials on the shooting, and 

there is an elaborate specification of ~he variOUS forms of action that this 

Unit may take in regard to any particular case. Ultimately, the Internal 
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Affairs ' report goes to the Chief of Police. The Chief decides whether the 

matter is to end on his desk, or whether it should be forwarded to the ~olice 

Shooting Review Board. That Board has authority to decide on whether Depart

ment policies have been followed in the episode under review. It also is to 

take heed of the event and to formulate training guidelines that seem to 

have been overlooked, if they have, in terms of the case under assessment. 

The Board may also carry out a further investigation of the case that comes 

under its purview. The Board is made up of the Inspectors of Investigations, 

Support Services, and Pistol. The deputy city attorney and the Range Master 

sit in as advi sors to the Board. When its rev; ew ; s fi ni shed the Board is 

mandated to submit a written report with one of the following conclusions: 

(1) the ep.isode fell within policy; (2) it was a violation of policy; (3) it 

was accidental; and (4) "not within policy/exonerated." The last ruling is 

to be restricted to cases in which the "Board's investigation reveals that 

the officer's actions were justified." 

Use of Deadly Force. The San Diego Pol ice Department compiles on a 

quarterly basis a report on Police Shooting Incidents. Table 2 indicates the 
I 

format used by the Department. It will be seen that the Report notes shootings 

both by and at police officers, and includes a comparison with the pre~ious 

year. 

[INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE] 

For our purposes, we have found it more effective to reconstitute the 

di verse qua rterly reports regardi ng the shoot i ng epi sodes i nto th~ summary 

forms represented by Table 3. This done, some interesting relationships 

begin to emerge, though again strong warnings must be posted about regarding 

these as anything more than mildly suggestive matters, given the single 
/ 

jurisdiction and the limi~ations of the materials with which we are working. 
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T.t\BLE 2 

Quarterly Report on Police Shooting Incidents with 
Comparison with Previous Year 

San Diego: January-March 1979 and 1980 

TOTAL SHOOTINGS BY POLICE OFFICERS: 

Suspects Killed: 
Suspects Injured: 
Shots Fired at Suspects -

Not Injured: 
Accidental Discharge: 
Warning Shots: 
Severely Injured or Dangerous 

Animals: 
Other: 

TOTAL SHOOTINGS AT POLICE OFFICERS BY SUSPECTS: . 

Officers Killed: 
Officers Injured: 
Shots Fired at Officers -

Not Injured: 
Other (uninvolved bystanders): 

Jan-Mar 
1980. 

9 

1 
2 

1 
3 
0 

, 
., 

1 

1 

o 
o 

1 
o 

Jan-Mar 
1979 

15 

4 
4 

2 
2 
2 

1 
0 

3 

o 
2 

1 
o 
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[INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE] 

It will be noted that the number of incidents involving weapon use by 

officers in San Diego had doubled since the first year of the reports with 

which we were suppl ied--1976--in contrast to the final 'full year, 1979. At 

th~\ same time, the 36 such epi sodes in 1977, is not far different from the 

most recent figul'es. And, of course, the population of San Diego which, 

according to a ref:ent news story (New York Times, October 6,1980, AlB, column 

1-5), grows at the rate of 3,500 persons per month, can more than adequate1y 

explain the incr(~ased number of police fihootings, all other things being 

equal. 

The difference between shots fired at police officers and those fired by 

them ;s manifest in the distinctions between the numbers found in the upper 

and lower half of Table 3. In general, there are four to five times more 

shots fired by the officers than at them, though the figures would be somewhat 

closer together if the Acci denta 1 Di scharge of weapons was eliminated from 

the ca1culation, as it well might be, if we can assume that these figures 

accurately reflect the category in which they are placed. It is also likely, 

we suspect, that the reports of firings by officers are more like 7y to reflect 

actual totals than those at officers, presuming that some shootings at officers 

indeed remain unknown, if there is enough of a miss or if the shot is from a 

distance and has no discernible repercussions. But this is pure speculation, 

and more detailed field investigation would be required to ascertain its 

accuracy. 

We undertook one recalculation of the shootings episode figures to 

determine if anything might be uncovered by such a maneuver. Table 4 shows 

how the figures taken from the San Diego Police Department Quarterly Reports 

look if the number of shootings are calculated by quarterly periods. Rather 
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TABLE 3 

Shots Fired At or By Police Officers, San Diego, 1976-1979 

Category of Event 

1976 1977 

B~ Po 1 ice Offi-cers 

Suspects Kill ed 5 5 

Suspects Injured 3 9 

Shots Fired at Suspects -
Not Injured 9 11 

Accidental Discharge 2 6 

Warn; ng Shots 0 3 

Other 1 2 

Subtotals 20 36 

At Police Officers 

Offi cers Kill ed 0 1 

Officers Injured 1 2 

Shots Fired at Officers -
Not Inj ured 6 1 

Subtotals 7 4 

Totals 27 40 

Source: Compiled from the reports of the San Diego Police 
Department 

Year 

1978 1979 

3 7 

5 7 

14 7 

8 15 

1 4 

0 0 

31 40 

1 1 

1 3 

3 3 

5 7 

36 47 

Total 

20 

24 

41 

31 

8 

3 

127 

3 

7 

13 

23 

150 
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surpr;sin~ly, significant variations appear over the seasons of the year ;n 

terms of the total number of episodes. It is clear from Table 4 that strik-. 
i ngly for shots by offi cers) and somewhat for shots at off; cers, the time 

interval including October, November, and December is the "safest" part of 

the year for all parties. Why this should be so poses someth~ng of a riddle. 

In some places, all violent crime tends to increase rather strikingly when 

the weather heats up. But San Di ego, with a yearround ami abl e cl ime, can 

hardly be fit into any kind of explanatory pattern based upon such considera-

tions. It ;s not impossible that the seasonal spirit of Christmas, for 

jollity and depression, just as it effects things such as suicide rates, 

also has an impact upon the use of weapons in the police field. But this is 

only what may be a far-fetched hypothesis. 

[INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE] 

Crime Rates. The San Diego Police Department tabulates for internal 

p.urposes the level of crime on a fiscal year basis; for July 1 of one year 

through June 30 of the following year. We have abstracted from these reports 

. the totals for three offenses: homicide, aggravated assau'lt, and robbery, 

and present the figures in Table 5. The offenses were selected because they 

best seem to pravi de some i ndi cati on of the sorts of thi ngs whi ch we are 

seeking. Homicide, the criminological literature points out, is the only 

offense for which there is apt to be some reasonable relationship between 

the ocur-rence of the behavi or and the fi gures reported by 1 aw enforcement 

authorities. Undoubtedly, many homiddes--experts suspect somewhere in the 

range of ten percent--do not get discovered, but there is little reason to 

doubt that this figure does not vary much from year to year, especially 

over a quite short-run term. In addition, of course, homicide par excellence 

represents the infliction of deadly force, the phenomenon of concern to us. 
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TABLE 4 

Shots By and At Police Officers by Quarterly Periods 
San Diego: 1976-1979 

Period At Police By Police Total 

January-March 5 42 47 

April-June 8 38 46 

July-September 6 28 34 

October-December 4 19 23 

Totals 23 127 150 

Source: Compiled from the reports of the San Oie90 Police 
Department 
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On the other hand, a very large portion of homicide tends to be the conse

quence of family disputes and fallings out between acquaintances, such as in 

barroom fracases, and thus not really representative of an ethos of violence 

in a jUrisdiction that might provide a better sense of lethal force as it 

plays into the use of weapons by law enforcement officers. 

[INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE] 

Aggravated assault, at least in definitional terms, tends to get more 

close1y at aggressive levels in a social system that break out into criminal 

offenses. But the definition of what constitutes aggravated assault is 

notoriously amorphous and the level of reporting may well be quite erratic, 

particularly from one jurisdiction to another. Also different jurisdictions 

may regard quite different kinds of behavior as falling into the aggravated 

assault category; indeed, many states do not have such an offense, so denom

inated, on their books, and must translate other penal code sections as 

falling within or without the parameters of aggravated assault. Finally, 

robbery, a crime involving force and/or fear, strikes us as epitomizing 

street offense situations that create the kinds of atmosphere that might be 
• 

associated with the use of deadly force both by and against police officers. 

It is a street offense f involves face-to-face contact, and quite often p1aces 

the offender in jeopardy of resistance by a victim, which evokes the use of 

violence. 

The' table clearly shows, except for homicide, an almost straightline 

escalation in each of the offenses from 1976 through 1979. Most pronounced 

is the rise in all three categories in the period between 1978 and 1979. On 

the other hand, if we calculate the population growth of San Diego as approx

imately 6 percent a year, we find ,that for aggravated assault and robbery 

the rise in the number of offenses between 1976 and 1979 ;s not far disparate 



Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

39 

TABLE 5 

Homicide, Robbery and Aggravated Assual~s Offenses 
San Diego: 1976-1979 

Homicides 

66 

57 

53 

92 

268 

Aggravated 
Robbery Assault 

2;154 1,499 

2,452 1,541 

2,430 1,610 

2,769 1,838 

10,484 6,488 
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from the growth in the number of persons within San Diego's bounds. The 40 

percent ; ncrease in homi ci des in the same four-year peri od may be i di osyn

cratic, particularly with the lower rates of 1977 and 1978 preceding the 

striking escalation for 1979. 

How do the crime rates appear to relate to the figures for the use of 

deadly force in San Diego? Table 3 on page 34 offers a summary compilation 

of the figures for shootings during the same four-year period. It is obvious 

that the 100 percent jump in shootings by police officers over the time span 

exceeded the population growth (lS well as the rise in the amount of crime. 

The 30 percent rise (31 episodes in 1978 and 40 in 1979) also is a rather 

sharp growth. It;s noteworthy that suspects killed by the police equal 

about 7.5 percent of the total number of homicides in the city (presuming 

that these events are counted in, since they most generally are classified 

as "justifiable homicides"). If we take on1y the first three lines of 

Table 3 involving shots' fired at suspects, presumably with lethal intent, 

the total s for the four years of 17, 25, 22, and 21 do not appear in any 

notable way to mesh with the crime figures for the City that we have set . 
forth, particularly when a population increa:;le factor is entered into the 

calculations and comparisons. 
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MIAMI 

Miami is less than half the size of the city of San Diego, though it too 

has a heavy tourist influx that probably plays a bit of havoc with the num· 

bers that are employed to calculate the rates for crime and similar phenomena. 

As Table 6 indicates, Miami in 1973, the year used for our calculations, 'was 

the 39th 1 argest city in the United States. It has a very heavy nonwhilte 

population, at 23 percent, more than twice as high as that for San Die~,o. 

Miami is also heavily policed compared to San Diego as well as the other 

western cities for which the figures are set out in Table 1 on page 18. Its 

482.9 population for each pol ice officer is a striking contrast to the San .. 
Diego figure of one officer for each 699.6 persons. Miami might also reason

ably be characterized as a jurisdiction suffering from a reportedly high 

rate of crimes of violence. Only 39th in the nation in population, it none

theless ranks 9th in its violent crime rate, as can be noted in Table 6 • . 
[INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE] 

For Miami, as well as for the cities we survey in the following segments 

of the report, we want to select items that supplement or contradict or 

otherwise flesh out the information that we provided in regard to San Diego's 

approach and situation in terms of pol ice use of deadly force. The ordering 

of the cities follows no predetermined guidelines, except the general one of 

moving about to different geographic regions of the United States. 
I 

Mission Statenlent. The statement of its mission by the Miami Police 

Department is rather longer than that for San Di ego •. It ; s al so a bi t more 

strongly worded. Forceful might be a better characterization of the follow

ing statement of its mission set forth by the Miami ~epartment. 

The Miami Police Department ;s dedicated to making 
the City of Miami safer, reducing the fear of crime 
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TABLE 6 

Diverse Characteristics of Cities with 250,000 Population or More 
16 Squthern States* and Uashington, D.C .. 

.. Number of Violent 
Population National % Non- Officers Crime 

City (1973 e~t.) Rank Uhite {1977}. % Black % Spanish Rate(1977) Rank 

Houston 1,320~OOO 5 27% 2817 4% 5% 705 35 
Baltimore 875,000 7 47 3410 13 NA 1632 6 
Dallas 816,000 8 24 2004 5 4 1091 15 
San Antonio 756~000 10 9 1102 NA NJ1 497 49 
Uashington 734,000 11 72 4166 44~ 0.5 1341 12 
Memphis 659,000 16 39 1241 15 NA 794 29 
flew Orleans 573,000 19 46 1600 12 2 1038 17 

Jacksonville 522,000 23 23 979 NA NA 799 28 
Atlanta 451,000 28 52 1225 28 NA 1684 3 

Nashvi He 427,000 29 20 896 NA NA 693 36 
'>~ 

N 

Oklahoma City 374,000 36 16 672 NA NA 721 32 

Fort t.lorth 360,000 38 10 671 4 NA 711 33 
Miami 354,00G 39 23 733 10 NA 1510 9 

El Paso 353,000 40 3 664 NA NA 442 50 

Louisville 336,000 43 24 727 NA NA 649 40 

Tulsa 335,000 44 13 639 NA NA 552 44 
Birmingham 296,000 46 42 679 5 NA 965 20 

Austin 291,000 47 13 442 5 8 433 51 
Charlotte 285,000 49 31 596 15 0.2 788 30 

norfolk 283,000 50 30 604 6 NA 688 37 

*Alabalna, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma~ 
South Carolina, Tennesse. Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia .. 
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through fair and impartial enforcement of laws, main
taining responsiveness and concern for the needs of the 
community and members of the Department, and encouraging 
citizen involvement with the police in meeting common 
goals. The Department recognizes the responsibility to 
create a climate in which individuals can function freely 
and securely; and which insures the dignity and worth of 
individuals and their rights to participate in those 
experiences which enable them to develop to their fullest 
potential. To this end, the Department of Police is 
ded ;"cated. 

Commonplace rhetoric aside, the statement seems to us to be what might 

be called "citizen-oriented." How much, and in what degree it either reflects 
. 

or influences the ethos and activities of the Miami Department is well beyond 

determination. Sometimes, missions statements are boilerplate filler in 

training manuals or annual reports, drafted by a lone individual in the public 

information office. At other times, they uniquely reflect what a leader has 

i ncul cated hi s off; cers wi th, in terms of phil osophy or what he hopes to 

achieve within the department. It would be interesting as a research project 

to determine how much officers in a department agree with the working and the 

priorities of the organizational goals, how often and in what respects they 

di sagree J and what consequences such congruence or di ssonance possesses for 

morale and for other aspects of department work, including attitudes about 

and use of deadly force. (See Vol ume I II of thi s Report for the start we 

have made in this research category.) 

The Annual Report of the Miami Police Department includes a rollcall of .. 
those officers who have been killed in the line of duty. The list occupies 

the penul timate page of the 1978 report, whi ch ; s the one that we have in 

hand. It lists 24 officers, the first killed in 1915 and the last in 1971, 

under the title IN MEMORIAM, with the following tribute: liThe below listed 

officers gave their lives in the performance of their sworn duty. While 

their memory may dim, the tenets and ideals which this ultimate sacrifice 

I 

• 
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represents serve to strengthen and encourage all of us who now serve in 

their footsteps." The page immediately preceding the memorial list is the 

last of the dozen pages in the 63-page report which are taken up with a 

major law enforcement event for the year. This page notes that on October 

19, "seven and one .. half years after the ambush murder of Miami Police Officer 

Victor Butler, John Lan and John Johnson were arrested and charged with the 

incident. Thus ended the investigation which entailed countless man .. hours 

expended by Miami's Homicide Unit. 1I 

Personnel. The annual report also breaks down the total number of sworn 

personnel by rank and sal ary for the 1978 .. 79 fi scal year. It 1 i sts 704 sworn 

officers, a bit below the total reported in the national tabulations for 

police departments. Some 688 of the positions were fi11ed, according to 

another report: These persons s ubdi vi ded into 7. 7 perc:ent women i 67.8 per

cent white; 13 .. 6 black; 18.4 percent Spanish; and 0.1 percent others. 

Legal History and Lethal Force. In May, 1980, the city of Miami experi

enced a series of race riots. During the height of the rioting, on May 18, 

the Police Department announced drastic revision of its policy on the use Of 
• • deadly force. Less than two weeks later, the supporting documentation that 

had led up to the change was forwarded from the Acting Assistant Chief of 

the Department to the Chief. It included a brief review of the legal aspects 

of the use of deadly force that, bein·g uni que among the documents that we 

gathered, is worth setting forth here, as further perspective on the issues 

we are addressing. 

The report notes that in Florida the existent Deadly Force law derived 

from 18th century American common law, which essentially stated thilt a law 

enforcement officer could use deadly force to prevent the escape of a fleefng 

misdemeanant. During the 18th century, felony crimes were punished by death 
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after trial and conviction, which provided the philosophical and ethical 

rationale that underlay the Florida statute. Thereafter, the number of felony 

crimes increased greatly, the line between felonies and misdemeanors became 

blurred and often illogical by most reasonable standards, and, of course, the 

death penalty was severely restricted, so that ultimately it came for practi

cal purposes 'to apply only to murder. The Miami review notes that such 

changes "placed law enforcement officers in a position of using 18th century 

deadly force common law in a 20th century environment that has vastly changed 

all the elements impacting upon a deadly force decision." It was pointed 

out that the Florida statute, taken literally (as the courts might be wont 

to do) permitted deadly force to kill a fleeing felon for crimes such as the 

printing of lottery tickets, possession of narcotics or controlled substances, 

worthl ess checks, bri bery, and income tax fraud. It was presumed that ~uch a 

wi despread net was not intended by the ori gi na 1 progeni tors of the common 

law doctrine--or at least was now outdated. 

Modifications in the Florida statute had included the interpretation 

that deadly force could only be used if arres~ could not otherwise be affect-. 
edt The "probable cause II factor also waf factored into the decision equation: 

now it was necessary that an officer reasonably 'believe that the individual 

had committed or was committing a felony before lethal force could legally 

be employed. 
, 

In 1971, the Chief of the Miami police sought an advisory opinion from 

the Attorney General in the light of a series of court decisions in the State 

(Gordon v. Alexander, 198 So. 2d 325; City of Miami v. Alexander, 136 So. 2d 

535; Hutc~inson v. Lott, 110 So. 2d 442; and Dixon, et al q v. State, 132 So. 

684), plus a U.S. District Court decision, the precise citation of which the 

Chief could not for the moment locate. The Chief had asked that "because of 
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the urgency of the situation, any informatiorl that you can furnish will be 

very rnuch appreciated. 1I What was requested was a ruling on whether a Chief 

might restrict the conditions under which deadly force was permissible. The 

answer, in essence, was "No. 1I In a closely-reasoned si'x-page memorandum, 

the Attorney General argued that the Chief could not narrow the scope of an 

officer ' s authority, and that disciplinary action initiated by a Department 

in violation of a more restrictive policy would not be upheld by the courts. 

In 1974, the state legislature amended the rules to restrict deadly 

force usage by pol ice offi cers to prevent death or great bodily harm or to 

prevent the escape of a felon whose escape would endanger human life or poten

tially inflict great bodily harm. The following year all this was excised, 

and matters returned to the common law position supplemented by the 1971 

opinion of the Attorney General. A 1976 Attorney General IS opinion, however, 

suggested that pol ice authoriti es coul d restri ct for thei r department the 

common law position. This opinion by and large relied upon the case of 

Chastain v. Civil Service Board of Orlando, 327 So. 2d 230 (1976). In the 

course of its opinion, on p. 232, the Court had said: 

We know of no reason why the standard of conduct by 
which the law measures criminal or civil liability neces
sarily prohibits the police department, in the course of 
regulating its own members, from imposing upon them a 
more stringent standard, the violation of which would 
subject the offending member to departmental disciplinary 
action even though such violation might not be of a na
ture as to subject the offender member to criminal or 
ci vil 1 i abil ity. 

Reading between the lines, we would suspect that the common law standard 

was exerti ng too much of a strai n in terms of its di screpancy with current

day conditionsv The failure of the legislature to attend to the matter for 

the State as a whole put a particular burden upon its largest city. In 1978 

the Mi ami Pol i ce DepaTtm~nt began a resea rch ; nqu; ry to determi ne the need, 



47 

if any, to change the Department I s pol icy on the use of deadly force. In 

1980, the new policy was enunciated; a matter,to which we will attend later 

in this segment of our report. 

This brief summary is presented in greater detail in the appendix of 

Volume III of this Report. 

Trai n; n~ t1ater; a 1 s. As does San Di ego, but to a r.1uch greater extent, 

the Miami Police Department in some of its training and personnel materials 

places very heavy emphasis 011 the issue of "stress training." There is no 

gainsaying in any matter or form that law'enforcement involves a gooci deal 

more than its fair sharE' of stressful situations. The often-erratic nature 

of the work shifts, the swi ft pl unge from danger and exci tement into long

enc!IJring tedium, the danger itself, the varied personalities with whom the 

officer must interact in any given tour of duty~-all of these and many more 

components of the job can prove quite stressful to even the most even-natured 

person. At the same time, police departments, it. might be argued, too readily 

put into what might be regarded as faddish kinds of ragime~s which are adver

tised as helping officers cope with stress. This again is a matter that 

requires a good deal more careful investigation, a matter we" beyond our 

charge. 

In Miami, the stress program ;s heavily medical, and, among other things, 

employs a biofeedback technique. There is advanced training for officers 

identified as having prob'lems, the "heavy hitters," as they are called in the 

'Iernacular, the pers')ns with numerous complaints lodged against them. They 

are offered six hours of individualized counseling with psychologists who are 

pa i d by the ass i gnment, but who do not work as permanent employees of the 

force. 

The segment of the training materials on patrol takes up standard oper-
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ating procedures in what are called life-threatening situations. Such situa

tions are defined as those IIwhere information indicates that a person could 

be a rmed wi th a wealJ:;n or s; tuat ions where a person is a rmed wi th a weapon 

but does not pose an imminent or direct threat to the officer. 1I An officer 

is told that when approaching such a situation he should have his weapon 

drawn and should use available cover to increase his personal protection and 

safety. 

Instructions given are that in a life-threatening situation, where the 

officer is not imminently or immediately threatened, the words '10LICE, DONIT 

!:1QYl" should be shouted IIsincereley and confidently" in an attempt to prevent 

a shooting situation. But when all else fails and life is in imminent danger, 

the offi cer is tal d: If Apply deadly force before he does unti 1 the offender 

stops being a threat." The officer is instructed to "use instinctive and 

point shooting techniques." 

There is an addendum to this material of some note: 

As a final word, officers who have been shot and 
survived, or who have come close to being shot, invari
ably say the same thing, "I DIDN'T THINK THE SUSPECT(S) 
WAS A THREAT" and "I COULDN'T BELIEVE HOW FAST IT 
HAPPENED. II Keep this in mind when you1re out in the 
,street. 

The Miami training curriculum is derived from the work of the Florida 

Police Standards and Training Commission. There is no section specifically 

on the matter of lethal force; and what instruction is given appears to be 

part of the segment regarding weapons training. 

Shooting Statistics. During the course of the inquiry to determine 

whether new standards ought to be promul gated regard; ng the use of deadly 

fire~ the officer assigned to tabulete figures found, especially for the 1970-

1974 period, lithe Internal Security files to be incomplete and in disorder. 1I 
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He reported that the filing system was inadequate for maintaining permanent 

investigative material and that the information that could be obtained was 

very subjective and incomplete. Like many a researcher before and after him, 

he lamented that "therefore the information that cou1d be retrieved had to be 

done on ly a fter a very long and slow process. II 

We have rearranged the materials in the Miami report for the years 1976 

through 1979 in order to have them correspond as best we could make them with 

the i nformati on that we had from San Di ego (see Tabl e 3). It w'l11 be seen 

at once that the departments employ very different categorizations for the 

i nformati on that they supply, making any compari sons treacherous. It seems 

apparent to us that a sophisticated national tabulating system for the re

cordi ng of weapon di scharges and thei r consequences woul d be an important 

step forward toward the acquisition of reliable and informative data that 

cou1d better direct policy decision-making. 

Tables 7 and 8 set out the Miami statisti'ts. Table 7 deals with the 

consequences of fi ri ngs; Tabl e 8 provi des i nformati on on the di scharge of 

weapons. They are not interrelated, so that we do not, as we did in San 

Diego, know which kinds of shootings ensued in which kinds of outcomes. 

[INSERT TABLES 7 AND 8 ABOUT HERE] 

The information in Table 7 indicates an uneven pattern of death and 

injury from police discharge of firearms during the four-year period. It . 
shoul d be noted that only about one-thi rd of the rounds fi red from pol ice 

weapons are accounted for in the post-facto tabulations which we have drawn 

upon. Except for the 18 wounded "subjectsll ("suspectsll?) in 1976, which may 

have been connected with one or a series of similar incidents, the rate has 

remained relatively constant. 
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TABLE 7 

Subjects, Bystanders, and Officers Killed or Wounded by 
Police Weapons Discharges, Miami: 1976-1979 

Year 

Category 1976 1977 1978 1979 Total 

Subjects: 

Wounded 18 4 8 0 30 

Ki 11 ed 1 2 0 6 9 

Bystanders: 

Wounded 0 0 0 2 2 

Ki 11 ed a a a 0 a 
Officers: 

Wounded a a 1 a 1 

Ki 11 ed 0 0 0 0 a 

Total 19 6 9 8 42 
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TABLE 8 

Weapons Discharge by Various Categories: t~iam;, 1976~1979 

Year 

Category" 1976 1977 1978 1979 Total 

Per'sons 

No Threat 5 3 3 1 12 

Imminent Threat 18 17 8 13 56 

Interpreted Threat 2 2 2 3 9 

Property 

No Threat 10 10 6 3 29 

Irnm; nent Threat 5 1 1 1 8 

Interpreted Threat 1 2 0 2 5 

Accidental Discharge 7 10 11 2 30 

Not Enough Information 1 5 6 

Totals 48 46 36 25 155 

--------~-- ~~ --
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The nine persons killed by the police ;n the four years is about in the 

same ratio as the 20 who met their deaths in San Diego. It is interesting 

that the Miami statistics include a category of bystanders injured or wounded, 

a group not present (though it should be) in the San Diego materials. There 

were three officers killed in San Diego during the 1976-1979 period; none in 

Miami; seven injured in San Diego compared to one in Miami. 

Tabl e 8 testifi es to a steady decl i ne ; n the di scharge of weapons 

by the officers in the Miami Police Force. The major contributor, on a 

percentage bas; s, to' the overa 11 decline can be found in the s; gnifi cantly 

reduced use of shooting in offenses against property. Obviously, the cat-

'egories into which different episodes are classified involve a not incon

siderable amount of subjective judgment regarding the ingredients of the 

epi sodes; and ; t ; s not un 1 ike ly that di fferent evaluators woul d put them 

into different pigeonholes. 

The reports of the Mi ami po' ice whi ch were put together as background 

i nformat i on for the new deadly force pol icy are broken down by mODth for the 

relevant years. This makes it possible for us to construct a table similar . . 
to Table 4, which showed firings by month for San Diego. The information 

is set out in Table 9, though for Miami \'Ie have only discharge of firearms, 

not shots fired both by and at police. The second category, however, as 

Table 4 indicated, is only a very small portion of the total and does not 

markedly' affect the relationships. 

[INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE] 

For some reason, the same seasonal lows and highs occur in Miami as 

take place in San Diego to a large degree. The October-December period has a 

much lower total in both cities: 18 percent for the year ;n Miami .and 1'6 

percent for San Diego. 



... 

Period 

January-~larch 

April-June 

July-September 

October-December 

Total 

53 

TABLE 9 

Discharge of Firearms by Quarterly Periods 
Miami: 1976-1979 

. . 

Number 

33 

37 

49 

27 

146 
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Firearms Policy: pre-1980. It is valuable to see the rules that were 

set out in the period before the promulgation of new procedures during the 

May, 1980, rioting and those that were put in force at that time. The Miami 

Department had an Operational Order--No. 9--concerning Discharge of Firearms. 

It began) rather unusua lly, by putt i ng forward the rul es for procedures' to 

be followed if an issued weapon were fired on or off-duty, excluding firing 

practice at an approved range. These included notification of the commanding 

officer, "as soon as possible," the preparation of The Discharge of Firearms 

Report (see Illustration 2), by the person firing the weapon. This report 

was to be submitted, through channels, to the Chief. Each discharge of 

firearms was to be investigated personally by an on-duty officer of the rank 

of lieutenant or captain, who had to submit a detailed written report and a 

diagram of the shooting scene through channels to the Chief. If a wound was 

inflicted due to a discharge of a firearm, the following divisions had to be 

notified: Homicide, Identification, and Internal Security. The middle sec-

t i on of the di rect i ve spell ed out the Florida Statutes and the Attorney 

Generalis opinion on the use of deadly force. The delineation of these' 

rules is follm</ed by an interesting moral discourse: 

The police officer who fires his weapon in the per
formance of his duties, bears many responsibilities. He 
must answer for the act not only to his superiors, his 
Department and the law, but more importantly to his con
science. Each officer must understand thoroughly what he 
has a right to do, and what is his duty to do in relation 
to the use of deadly force. Quick action, with no time 
for deliberation, is often necessary. A decision must be 
made and it must be correct. Each officer should ask 
himself one question before he pul1s the trigger ... -"Am I 
just; fi ed ; n k i 11; n9?" If there ; s any doubt, do nor-
fi reo 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 2 ABOUT HERE] 



f;EPT .• OF POLICE 
CITY OF MIAMI, FLA. 

" 

". 

ILLUSTRATION 2 
COl1MANDlllG OFFICER 

SUMMARY REPORT 

DISCHARGE OF FIREARMS 

TO: CHIEF OF POLICE (TH?OUGH CHANNELS) 

55 
OPERATIONS 

Case # 
-----~ .... ~ 

Date/Time 
----. c---".. 

Type of Incident' ( .'-

Un-Duty Or .r~DU.'C1 

FROM I.B.M. NO. ASSIGNMENT -------------------------- -------~ ------------------
LOCATION OF INCIDENT ZONE -----------------
Weathe:r,' and Lighting Conditions ____________ Diagram Included _____ _ 

Was Officer or citizen in immediate or imminent danger? 
---------.-..----------

If Armed, was Discharge based on Officer's direct knowledge? 
--.----.~--------

~ype of Heapons Discharged, check appropriate cir~umstandes: 

Property Crimes ___ Persons Crimes ___ Accidental ___ Vehicle used as weapon ---
Fle(·dng Felons_ Vehicle in chase_ Warning Shot_ Deadly force from· Veh.:t~l(; 

Protection of Officer_ Protection of Citizen_. 

Officer/Offender/Witness Sex/Race/DOB \veapon Rounds/Distance/'rime te.) Fi 
.( 

(( - ) --' .. -
'( ) 

-------------------------------------------------------------.. ~.-
'------------------------------------~ ..• -

( ) 

( ) '. .. ~ . 
( ) 

( ) , 
~-----~-------------------------------------------------------.--.------~.---
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

'Total number of roundu fired: Number accounted for: ------- ---------.----~-------
Injured (Officer/Offender/Bystander Type/Location of Injury(s) \vnere Treated <-
( ) 
~ 
( ) 
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The directive points out that firearms should not be discharged for pur

poses of warning, at vehicles or' persons invo1ved 501e1y in v;01atitms of 

traffic law5~ and, finally, to effect the capture of the driver of a suspected 

or allegedly stolen motor vehicle unless the shooting is necessary for the 

defense of life, or the stealing of the vehicle is incidental to the commission 

of another felony. 

Officers are cautioned in the same operational order not to draw their 

weapons unless their use is anticipated~ with the exception of cleaning and 

training situations. If the weapon is drawn, it is to be carried "down and 

away" from the body or in a IIclose hip" pOSition with the trigger finger 

resting along side of the weapon. If the officer is moving or running, his 

trigger finger is to be kept off the trigger. 

The Discharge of Firearm Supplementary Report (Illustration 3) includes, . 
it will be noted, a demand for details that would provide considerable in-

formation about the epiiode, and allow at least the beginnings of a judgment 

concerning whether the shooting was justified under law and department pol

icy. It is worth noti ng that the Department seeks i nfor'mati on on weather 
I 

and light conditions, both of which might be important in adjudicating 

the event. It probably woul d be more useful if the Report were a bit more 

thorough. The light and weather conditions, for instance, might be made 

more regular by the use of a checklist which could systematize the observa

tions and provide more efficient guidelines for the person preparing the 

report. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 3 ABOUT HERE] 

Civil Suits. From 1971 to 1979, 13 civil suits had been filed against , 

Miami police officers having used deadly force. Settlement of the suits cost 

the Department $1,649,842, and there remains more than a million dollars 

\ 
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. " .' \. 
• • \. I tI' .. I" .. 

" Illustration 3 , . . ' 
Department of Police 
City of Hiami, Flor.ida 

,I . 

Operat.ions 

( 

c DISCHARGE OF FIREARM SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT 

To: Chief of Police thru channels Dat.e: 

l"rom: IBM ------------------ ______ Assignment Case No. ---- ------
I, 

Zone Where Inciderit. Occurred Date & Time 
,.1 

,Weather Condition~ --------------------
Light Condi tiqns . 

--------------------.. 
r,rype of Offense:' B. & E. ______ _ Robbery ___________ Agg. Assault --

, O:ther (Specify) .,",.,--= 

----------------------------------------------------------.. ~ . 

Offender .Armed:.: Yes NG Unknown . , ---" .,: . "1· 
If Armed, Type of \Veapon: 'Firearm Knife, . other (Specif:y)' ' 

..;.....-- ,.--- ---
Reason for Probable Cause: On View Radio Dispatch ---
citi~en Complaint Other .(Specify) 

-----___ ._"'10'1:: : ... ~ 

(
--_____________________ c~.f. 
.l-Jurnber of Officel~s Discharging Fireal:'ms 

Totnl Number of Officers on'Scene at Time of Discharge of Firearm -----,:;:;";....-. 
Total Number of Shots Fired 

Pistance from Offender when Weapon was Fired 
. , 

Resistance Offered by Offender: Physical 

Other (Specify) 
-------- Use of Neapon 

. -
----------,·---------------------------------____ =u·_ 

Nurnbar of Off.enders Number Apprehended 

Race of Offender (s): White Negro Cuban 

Puerto Rican Ot.her (Specify) 

Was Offender Nounded: Yes No Unknown 

. Fatal: Yes No 

. ' I), 
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that was being held in reserve in regard to pending cases. These suits 

clearly were influential in some measure in undergirding the revision of the 

Dopartmental policies on deadly force; in particular, it is pointed out that 

all but two of the cases would not have arisen if the new rules--the 1980 

set"-had been followed. 

Included among the civil suits was a $1 million settlement when an offi

cer fi red at a f1 eei ng robbery suspect ; n 197~, and a stray round struck a 

bystander. In late 1977, an officer shot and killed a suspect being placed 

under arrest for suspicion of narcotics involvement. The suspect had made a 

move toward his waistband, which led to the shooting. His mother filed suit 

and recovered $13,587 for the incident. 

Few police departments keep detailed, if any, records of the civil suits 

in which they are involved. Presumably, such records are recoverable from 

the municipal or other legal offices which are responsible for defending 

against them. The collection and collation of such materials, it seems to us, 

would offer a rich lode of information about police operations in general and 

deadly force cases in particular that is not readily able to be mined, al

though the liability Reporter of A.E.l.E. provides a monthly summary of rele

vant cases. For one thing, the adversary process is apt to bring forth in 

very full details all the versions of the episodes, with depositions provid

ing an extensive documentation of occurrences. For another, the ebb and 

flow of such cases might well serve as some kind of an index of what is 

going on in vital areas of police work. On the other hand, of course, whether 

or not a suit is filed in any given instance often may be the consequence of 

rather idiosyncratic factors, particularly either an aggressive lawyer or 

legal aid organization or considerable publicity attendant upon one successful 

suit which encourages a number of additional filings. 
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Change in Deadly Force Polic'y". At 9:40 p.m., on Sunday, r~ay 18, 1980, 

the t~iarni Police Department officially altered its policy on deadly force. 

That change came~ as noted earlier, at the height of rioting that was sweep

i ng through the~~tnner city areas. The new pol icy was enunci ated in the 

following form,:~=-" 

.... Officers of the ~li ami Pol ice Department are not ex
pected to expose their lives to unnecessary or unreason
able risks. Looters should not be pursued on an indivi
dual action basis. As 24-hour security posts are estab
Hshed-'"between the National Guard and the Miami Police 
Department effective control of our City will be obtained 
with-~i~imal risks to our officers. The following deadly 
force policy is now in effect: 

Deadly Force is authorized as a last resort: 

1. To prevent death, or great bodily harm to the 
~~~- <Q.ffi cer or another person, or 

2. To apprehend a fleeing felon who is armed and 
. ,,~~dangerous, or 
3. To apprehend a fleeing felon who has just com-
o. mitted a felony resulting in death or great 

bodily harm. 

.. 

Several comments mi ght be made in regard to thi s pronouncement, \,/hi ch 
--

obviously is more restrictive regarding use of lethal force than its prede-

cessor \'Ihich we have outlined earlier. For one thing, it is perhaps important 

to stress that the Department took special pains to reassure officers that 

the emergent policy would not endanger their lives unnecessarily or, by 
. 

implication, in any additional degree than previously. Another matter of note 

is that the policy came forward during the height of the rioting, although, 
• I 

we have learned~ it was on the city manager's desk for a considerable period 

of time before that awaiting action. It is arguable. whether that dranatic 

background made it more memorable, and therefore mvre effective, or whether 

the pol icy ought to have been thought through carefully and enunciated in 

calmar moments, preferably before it bore upon s9 heightened a situation as 
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('acial dating and concomitant looting. It is always difficuH for law 

enforcement offi cerS to stand by and watch f1 Jgrant 1 aw vi 01 ati ons in the 
I 

form of looting, and to be restricted, either by policy or by the sheer 

nurnbers of those they have to cope with, from t.aldng effective countermea

surus, measures that might, at least for the moment, abruptly halt the behav

ior. All told, it seems the better part of wisdom that all departments 

contemplate the possibilities of rioting and align their deadly force llsage 

pol icies in terms of such outbreaks or at least so that they have specific 

senrnents devoted to desired behavior in the event of looting and rioting. 

The 1980 policy statement was followed in Miami by the advice to officers 

to contact thei r respect; ve di stri ct commanders in the event that any pl atform 

in the new policy was not clear t.o them. 

The purpose of the new policy, the inter"office memorandum which set it 

out decl ared, was to ensure that deadly force \~as not used tb apprehend 

fleeing looters or other persons who had ~ommitted only crimes against prop

ert.y. In many ; nstances, it was noted, the ranks of such offenders were 

largely made up of unarmed juveniles, children, and women. lilt was felt," 
I 

the memorandum observed, "that deadly force appl ;cat;on under these types of 

conditions would only inflame the rioters to an even higher escalation of 

property damag~) crimes against persons) and prolong the duration of the 

riot.11 This is of course a debatable, though far from unreasonable, position. 

How~ver, it rn'lght have been presumed that the policy would be based upon 

other" than tota lly expedi ent reason; ng, since such I'easoni n9 woul d provi de 

for offi cers sOlne better sense of what m; ght be r; ght and what wrong, and 

which ethical and legal principles ought to underlie their decisions and 

judgments in cognate kinds of situltions. 

The same memorandum ; ncl uded some i nforrnati on on the resul ts of the 
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ongoing (since 1978) research that th~ Department had mandated concerning the 

employment of deadly force. It noted that "without question," the nationa1 

trend among police agencies throughout the United States \~as toward estab .. 

lishing restraint in the use of firearms," and that such a developement was 

considered by most as an attempt toward buildins "a more professional and 

humane pol; ce servi ceo " There; sal so an emp; ri ca 1 issue: the document 

notes that many departments had concluded that police shootings of unarmed, 

cri me aga; nst property, f1 eei n9 felons had produced a "de '.eteri 0; us effect 

on the life of a community." 

The issue here, raised earlier, is a highly complex one, and we might 

note that it perhaps could better be expressed ~n legal and/or moral terms 

rather than in terms of expedient results. It has sometimes been suggested, 

for example, that two of the most significant massive employments of deadly 

force·--that by troopers in New York to subdue the rioting at Attica and that 

by National Guardsmen on the campus of Kent State University during the 

height of what might be called student protests or upris;ng--both produced 

extraordinary quieting effects. That is, the surge of prison riots directed 

toward achieving more concessions for prisoners, particularly by taking 

civilian hostages and ~etting forth claims, came to an abrupt end following 

the Attica assault. The New Mexico riot, the only subsequent prison eruption 

of note, wes large1y a sad,is,tic orgy ;n which the victims werE other offend

ers, and the agenda contained no reform proposals submitted for negotiation. 

The consequences of Kent State (though assuredly much e1 se contri buted to 

the situation) were seen to be a quieting of student protest. In neither 

instance are we making the slightest attempt to judge the correctness or de

cency of the forceful interventions (or to condemn them out of hand either); 
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what we merely want to point out is that very heavy employment of force can 

have stunning effectivenes's in producing the kinds of consequences that the 

authorities arc seeking. Sometimes, of course, such usage can boomerang. 

We would only insist that it not be discarded because it is presumed not to 

be at fect i va) but for more compe 11 i ng and (perhaps) thoughtful reasons. 

The review of the literature on deadly force by the Miami officer assign

ed this task led to the following paragraph summary and recommendation: 

A review of the literature and research material 
generated in the last decade pertaining to police deadly 
force usage overwhelmingly support policies associated 
with restraint. One issue became apparent, however. 
Many departments went from a liberal deadly force policy 
permitting deadly force application to any fleeing felon 
to a much more conservative policy permitting deadly force 
application only in those circumstances where the life of 
the officer or a citizen was in immediate danger of death 
or great bodi1y harm. This policy did not take into 
account fleeing felons who were armed and dangerous and 
posed a threat to the community and/or the officers if , 
their escape was successful, nor did it take into account 
fleeing felons who committed a particularly heinous crime. 
The proposed Department Order ••• provides the necessary 
balance to both extremes in clear terms. 

Thereafter, there is set forth a seven-page, very thought ful statement 

,recommending in great detail the Department's policy. Because of its sophi;

tication, we include it in full below: 

DEADL Y FORCE 

13.0 POLICY. 

The Miami Police Department places a greater value on the preserva
tion of life than on the protection of property. It is in the 
best interest of the public, the Miami Police Department and the 
officers of the Miami Pol ice Department that the use of deadly 
force by the police balance the safety of the community and its 
police with the constitutional principle of due process. 

This policy is based upon legal and moral precepts for police 
officers to utilize deadly force to protect society and themselves 
from death or great bodily harm. 
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It is the policy of the Miami Police Department that officers will 
use deadly force only as a 1 ast resort and when the officer has 
reasonable belief that deadly force action is required: 

13.0.1 

13. O. 2 

13.c;..3 

l2. prevent death, .Q.!: great bod; ly b..~ to .tJ1e offi cer or 
another person, ~ 

To apprehend! fleeing felon who ~ armed and dangerous, 
or 

To apprehend ~ fleeing felo~ who has just committed ~ 
felony resulting in death 2I great bodily harm. 

13.1 DEFINITIONS. 

13.1.1 

13. 1. 2 

13. 1. 3 

13. 1. 4 

13.1.5 

Felon. A suspect who the officer has reasonable grounds 
to believe has committed or is committing a crime that is 
punishable under F10rida state Law by death or imprison
ment'in excess of one year in a St~te penitentiary. 

Deadly Force. Any force likely to cause death or great 
bodily harm. The firing of a firearm in the direction of 
a person is deadly force. 

Last Resort. All practical means available to the offic
er to avoid using deadly force have been exhausted. De
pending on the situation, these means may include verbal 
commands (i.e., "STOP POLICE!II), foot pursuit, or using 
a lesser necessary force, when these means can be accom
plished without endangering the officer. 

Reasonable Belief. A state of mind supported by circum
stances strong enough to warrant a cautious and prudent 
offi cer to make a s imil ar judgment. The el ements of 
reasonab 1 e. bel i ef include the offi cer I sown experi ence 
and training as well as the facts of the situation known 
to the officer at the time of the application of deadly 
force. 

Great Bodily Harm. Any injury likely to result ;n death, 
permanent disability or permanent disfigurement. 

13.2 GUIDELINES EXPLANATION. 

13.2. 1 ~ ~ ~ resort l£ prevent death £I great bodily harm !£ 
~ offi cer £I another person. . 

13.2.1.1 Officers of the Miami Police Department are 
not expected' to pxpose their 1 ;ves or the 
lives of others to unnecessary or unreasonable 
risk. When an officer reasonably believes 
that deadly force ;s required as a last resort 
to prevent death 'or great bodily harm to 
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13. 2. 3 
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himself or another, the officer is justified 
in using deadly force. 

, 
As a last resort to apprehend an armed and dan~erous 
.!.J eern-91'e' on. -

13.2.2.1 The officer must reasonably believe at the 
time of the application of deadly force: 
1. That a felony has occurred, 
2. That the person the officer is attempting 

to apprehend is the person who committed 
the felony, and, 

3. That the person is armed with a deadly 
weapon and is dangerous. 

The nature of the felony crime can provide the 
officer with grounds for reasonab1y bel ieving 
that the suspect is armed and dangerous. A 
suspect fleeing a property crime, such as a 
burglary, cannot be reasonably assumed to be 
armed and dangerous. A suspect fleeing an 
armed robbery, however, may be reasonably as
sumed to be armed and dangerous. 

As 2. 1 ast resort 1£ apprehend 2. felon who has just .£Qf!!
mitted a felony resulting.ill death .Q..C. gl'eat bodily.h!!:!!!.. 

13.2.3.1 . The officer must have grounds to reasonably be-
lieve that a felony resulting in death Or 
great bodily harm has occurred or is occurring, 
and that the person the officer ;s attempting 
to apprehend ; s the person who commi tted the 
felony. 

13.3. MOVING VEHICLES. 

13.3. 1 Firearms will not be discharged from or at a moving vehi
cle except under the following conditions: 

13.3.1.1 The occupants of the vehicle are using deadly 
forc~ by means other than the vehicle itself. 

13.3.1.2 As a last resort to prevent death or great 
bodily harm to the officer or another person. 

13.3.1.3 As a last resort to apprehend an armed and 
dangerous fleeing felon. 

13.3.1.4 As a last resort to apprehend a felon who has 
just committed a felony resulting in death or 
great bodily harm. 
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Shooting at or from a moving vehicle is a dangerous and 
ineffective practice and is generally prohibited. How
ever, there may be unique situations or mitigating cir
cumstances in which an officer may be justified in using 
firearms. Officers utilizing firearms in these situations 
wi 11 abi de by Department Deadly Force Pol; cy, and must 
be aware of the limitations and consequences of fifling 
weapons in moving vehicle situations. 

Shots fired by an officer at a moving vehic1e are gener .. 
ally ineffective in stoppfng the vehicle, and a vehicle, 
whose dri ver has been shot, may go out of control and 
endanger lives. Shots fired by an officer from a moving 
vehicle generally will have 1imited accuracy:--An officer 
must take into account these limitations and consequences 
in addition to following Departmental Deadly Force 
Policy when deciding to use his/her firearm in moving 
vehicle situations. 

13.4 ,PROHIBITIONS. 

13.4.1 

13.4·.2 

13.4.3 

13.4.4 

Shots fired intentionally into the air or ground ~ose a 
a danger to the officer and innocent persons. It 1S pro" 
hibited to fire warning shots under any circumstances. 

Deadly force shall not be used against misdemeanants and 
traffic violators. 

It is prohibited to use deadly force to prevent the es
cape of any fleeing felon when there is substantial risk 
to the safety of innocent bystanders who woul d be add; ... 
tiona11y jeopardized by the officer's actions. Examples 
include firing from or tm'lard a location in which one's 
view is obstructed, firing when target identification is 
uncertain" firing when it is uncertain if the projectiles 
cause a threat to innocent bystanders, etc. 

It is prohibited to use deadly force to prevent the es
cape of any fl eei n9 felon when the c; rcumsta.,ces do not 
provide a high probability of striking the intended 
ta rget. Unaccounted for rounds from di scha rges pose a 
significant risk to innocent bystanders. 

, . 
13.5 DRAWING FIREARMS. 

The Miami Police Department acknowledges the practical need for of
ficers to unholster or draw their firearms in certain situations 
requiring caution for the officer's safety (e.g., building searches 
for burglary suspects, checking suspicious vehicles, etc.). In 
those situations requiring reasonable caution, in the absence of 
just; fi cat i on for the use o,f deadly force, the off; cer must be 
cogni~ant of the risks involved in dra,wing a firearm~ Reasonable 
care includes but is not limited to keeping the trigger finger 
placed outside the trigger guard paralle1 to the cylinder. 
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13.6 DISCHARGING WEAPONS. 

After a weapon is fired by an officer, whether on or off duty, ex
cluding firing practice at an approved range, legal hunting etc., 
the below procedures shall be followed: 

13.6.1 

13.6.2 

13.6.3 

13.6.4 

The member fi ri ng the v/eapon sha 11 not; fy hi s/her respec
tive supervisor immediately. The supervisor shall insure 
the immediate notification of his/her respective command
ing officer and Internal Security. If the commanding 
officer is not available, the supervisor shall notify any 
on-duty commanding officer of the Patrol Section. 

13.6.1.1 The scene of any discharge of firearms incident 
will be maintained until the on-scene investiga
t i on has been comp 1 eted by the Commandi ng Of
ficer, Internal Security, Investigator, and if 
appropriate, the Homicide Investigator. 

Each discharge of firearms shall be personally investi
gated by an on-duty commanding officer who shall submit 
a detailed written report (Discharge of Firearm Supple
mentary Report, R.F. #184) to the member's respective 
Section Commander through channels. This report shall 
contain: 

1. All pertinent details and facts of the shooting 
·i nc; dent. 

2. A diagram of the shooting scene. 

3. A determination if the discharge of firearm is in 
compl i ance with the Flori da State Statutes, Depart
mental Rules and Regulations and Departmental General 
Orders. 

13.6.2.1 The above report will be submitted prior to the 
end of a member's tour of duty. If it is nec
essary for a commanding officer to work beyond 
a tour of duty in order to complete the inves
tigation, appropriate overtime will be author
ized by the commal1der's immediate superior. 

A Discharge of Firearms Report shall be prepared by the 
member firing the weapon and submitted, through channels, 
to the Section Commander. Only the original of the Use 
of Force Report (handwritten) is needed. 

If a wound is inflicted due to a discharge of a firearm 
the investigating commanding officer shall insure the 
notification of Homicide, I.D., Internal Security, the 
Torts Investigator, and the Staff Duty Officer. (Internal 
Secur:ity shalf'. b~ notified of all dischar~ of firearms regardless 0 lnJury to persons or propsrty). 
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13.6.4.1 In a1l cases~ the Homicide Investigator will 
read the Miranda Rights to the officer who 
discharged his firearm, prior to taking a sworn 
statement from that officer. 

13.6.4.2 The on-call Internal Security Investigator may 
be present while the homicide investigator takes 
a sworn statement from the officer discharging 
hi s fi rea rm. 

13.6.4.3 If necessary~ the on-call Internal Security In .. 
vestigator may take a separate sworn statement 
from the officer discharging his firearm. 

13.6.4.4 In cases where anyone has been injured by gun
fire, the homicide investigator shall take the 
firearm discharged for ballistics tests. 

13.6.4.5 In cases where no one has been injured by gun
fire, the Internal Security investigator may 
take the firearm discharged for ballistics 
tests. 

All reports shall be forwarded, through channels, to the 
Chief of Police, the Patrol Section Commander shall con
vene the Discharge of Firearms Advisory Committee. 

13.7 DISCHARGE OF FIREARMS ADVISORY COMMITTEE • .. ~ _____ 1'tI_"_>l-' ____ ~"'- ____ , __ _ 

13.7. 1 

13. 7. 2 

13.7.3 

No later than five (5) working days after the completion 
of the Suppl ementary Di scharge of Fi rearms Report, R. F. 
#184, the Patrol Commander will convene the Di scharge of 
Firearms Advisory Committee. 

The 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

The 

1. 

Committee will be comprised of the following: 

The Patrol Section Commander 
The Patrol Section Deputy Commander 
The Unit Commander of the employee di scharg'ing the 
weapon 
A sta ff member to be desi gnated by the Ass; stant 
Chief of Operations DiviSion .. 
Committee's purpose- wil1 be the following: 

To make a determination if the, discharge of firearm 
is in compliance with the Florida State Statutes, 
Departmenta 1 Rul es and Regul ati ons, and Departmental 
General Orders. 

2. To make a determination if the Depart~ental Rules and 
Regulations and Departmental General Orders adequate
ly provided direction given the c;rcu~stances of each 
individual discharge. 
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3. To make recommendations to the Chief of Police con
cerning the above items. 

The Patrol Major will provide the Chief of Police with a 
written report of the Committee's findings within 5 days 
after the Committee was convened. 

Office of Professional Compliance. There is a large body of professional 

as well as parti san 1 iterature on the i $sue of the best manner to monitor 

police activity~ In ~ssence) one side takes the viewpoint that the police are 

a professional organization and that, like all professionals, they are enti

tled to discipline being exerted by their members. This model reflects, for 

instance, the common medical practice of referring disputes within the pro

fession or against members of the profession to a medical body for its deci

sion "and action or inaction. The other viewpoint is that the police are 

public servants and in the final analysis must be responsible to public boards 

and representatives for their behavior. The usual law enforcement objection 

to this stand is that o~tsiders do not adequately comprehend the intricacies 

of law enforcement work and/or often are not adequately sympathetic to it, in 

large part because of this absence of understanding • 

. To a large extent, law enforcement has won the battle for internal 

policing of its own problems. Perhaps this victory can be attributed to the 

intensity with which the police hold to their position, itself a reflection 

probably of the vital importance they believe the matter to involve for 

their integrity and their job security, and for personal survival. 

In Miami, The issue of Civilian review had been under study for almost 

a year when the voting occurred, but because of the rioting and the growing 

di senchantment and/or pol it i ca 1 power of mi nority group const i tuenci es who 

generally are the most antagonistic to police sovereignty, the City enacted 

Ordinance 9127, in 1980, which created a new office in the Police Department, 
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to be known as the "Office of Professional Compl iance. 1I The office had been 

created, the ordinance observes, lito insure citizen participation in and 

observation of the investigation of Police Department shooting incidents and 

alleged abuses of citizens by City of t~;am; police personnel." 

Nonetheless, it seems clear that the police department has been far from 

surrenderi ng tota 1 control of its self-man; tor; ng funct; on. The new off; ce 

;s to be located within the office of the Chief of Police. The Director of 

the Office is to be selected by the Police Chief from among three persons who 
. 

will be recommended by a five-member committee. That committee will incude: 

(a) two community representatives appointed by the City Manager with the 

approval of the City Commission; (b) one member of the Fraternal Order of 

Police; (c) one representative of the Chief of Police; and (d) an Assistant 

City l1anager. The Office of Professional Compliance is to appoint three 

investigators who are to represent the ethnic makeup of the City of Miami. 

It ",n 1 establ i sh outreach centers in si x sector·s of the city where citi zen's' 

may file compldints against the city. At the end of any investigation of a 

comp1aint~ the Office is to send a registered letter to the complainant 

s~tting forth its conclusions.' 

Crime Rates. The relationship between rates of crime and police use of 

deadly force was traced for San Diego in Table 5, page 38. We observed then 

that there did not appear to be any distinctive relationship between the rate .. 
of crimes of violence and pol ice use of deadly force. This is the same 

conclusion reached by ~1i1ton and her co-authors (1977) on the basis of crime 

figures for seven cities for the years 1973 and 1974. Their guess is that so 

many episodes of violence are a consequence of lesser crimes that there will 

not be any direct relationship among acts which are" specifkally of a vio

lent nature. 
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For Miami, the police report that we have available provides the totals 

for the three crimes that we are i nteres~ed in for the years 1974 and 1978 

only. These figures are presented in Table 10. 

[INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HEREJ 

It 1S obvious that Miami, a city not quite half the size of San Diego, 

is visited with a considerably higher rate of crimes of violence. In 1978, 

for ; nstance) there were almost twi ce as many aggravated assaul ts in Mi ami 

as ; n San Di ego, and about 400 more robberi eSt Yet the pol ice use of deadly 

forc~ figures do not establish any similar relationship. Indeed, for the 

1976-1979 period, 20 persons were killed by San Diego police officers com .. 

pared with nine persons by Miami police officers. 
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TABLE 10 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault Offenses 
Mi am; : 1974 and 1978 

Homicide Robbery 
Aggravated 

Assault 

-------,~---------------------------

1974 

1978 

.. 

91 

96 

2,946 

3,137 
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DENVER 

The vital statistics of COflcern to us regarding Denver can be gleaned 

from Tab1e 1 which appears on pag~ 20. It will be noted that the city, with 

il population in 1973 of about half a million persons, ranks 24th in the nation 

in population (compared to 39th for Miami and ninth for San Diego). For its 

size, Denver has a relatively large number of officers: one officer for 

every 372.8 persons in the force's jurisdiction. For Sun Diego, that figure 

was one officer per 699.6 persons, for Miami, one for each 482.9 persons. We 

could hypothesize about the relationship between staff size and number of 

leth~l events in at least one of two ways: either thut a large force, by 

the nature of the numbers alone, is apt to have a high number of lethal 

events, or that a large force, because its size makes social control a more 

manageab 1 e task, 10; ght show a 10w rate. Obv; ollsly, too, si ze is not an 

isolated variable. A large force might indicate a degree of crime and social 

unrest that d'j ctates its magnit ude, and thi s, rather than the force si ze, 

might well ba the determining variable. 

I Code of Ethi (';s. The Denver force promulgates as part of its written 

materi a 1 s a Code of Ethi cs that ; s much more e1 aborate (and we m1 ght add, 

without any intent whatroever of derogation) a bit Boy Scoutish (which may be 

a good and decent thing or may not). The Code is presented as Illustration 

4. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 4 HERE] 

Use of Deadly Force. The Denver Pol ice Department has adopted in its 

operatin9 p~'ocedures the policy of having the dispatcher notified first in 

the event of the wounding or killing of another person by a police officer. 

This provision sees to it that no delay occurs when, as for the departments 
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Illustration 4 

LAW ENFORCEMENT CODE OF ETHICS 

As a Law Enforcement Offi cer, my fundamenta 1 duty is 
tl1' serve mank'lnd, to safeguard lives and property, to 
protect the innocent against deception, the weak 
again~t oppression or intimidation, and the peaceful 
against violence or disorder; and to respect the 
Constitutional rights of all men to liberty, equality 
and justice. 

I will keep my private life unsullied as an example 
to a'1; maintain courageous calm in the face of 
danger, scorn or ridicule; develop self-restraint and 
be constantly mindful of the welfare of others. 
Honest in thought and deed in both my persona 1 and 
official life, I will be exemplary in obeying the 
laws of the land and the regulations of my department. 
Whatever I see or hear of a confi dent; a 1 nature or 
that is confided to me in my official capacity will 
be kept ever secret unless revelation is necessary in 
the perfor'mance of my duty. 

I Hi" never act officiously or permit personal 
feelings, prejudi ces, animosities or fri endshi ps to 
influence my decisions. With no compromise for crime 
and with relentless prosecution of criminals, I will 
enforce the law courteously and appropriately without 
fear or favor, malice or ill will, never employing 
unnecessary force or violence and never accepting 
gratuities. 

I recogni ze the badge of my off; ce as a symbol of 
public faith, and I accept it as a public trust to be 
held so long as I am true to the ethics of the police 
service. I will constantly strive to achieve these 
obj ect; ves and' i 8ea 1 s, dedi cat; ng myself before God 
to my chosen profession •.• law enforcement. 
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we have examined earlier, immediate supervisors or other persons who are to 

be informed cannot readily be located. The Denver provision in regard to 

shoo~ing by and/or of Police Officers is worth recording in its entirety. It 

eppears as Section 105.03 of the Department's Operations Manual: 

(1) Anytime a police officer fires a weapon and 

wounds or kills another person, or is fired upon 

and wounded, the dispatcher shall be notified im

mediatelY. If the circumstances are such that the 

officers do not wish to broadcast the information 

over the air and there is no telephone immediately 

available, they will request the dispatcher to 

"s\-/itch to two~way communication. II The dispatcher 

will temporarily switch off the three-way communica

tions when they* receive this request and the officer 

in the field tan then communicate in confidence with 

the di spatcher. 

a. The dispatcher will notify: 

1. The District Attorney's Office or the Deputy 

District Attorney on call. 

2. The Investigation Division:: The detective 
, " 

receiving the ca1l S'ha'11· ;'mmedi ately notify 

*We appreciate that we are being pedantic to note such peripheral matters; on 
the othef hand if, out of a sense of tact, the matter is never mentioned, 
the error continues unattended. We would point out, therefore, that each of 
the starred p; 'Jnoun~ above represents an ; nstance of ; ncorrect grar.t.llar. In
terestingly, we find the use of "they" when ,a singular pr-onoun is correct to 
be a common failing these days. We brazenly conjecture that the phenomenon 
is related to the fear of offending feminists by the use of "his. 1I 



75 

members of the Homicide Unit to respond to 

the scene. 

3. Chief of Police 

4. Qivisio~ Chief concerned 

5. Staff Inspection Bureau 

.. 6, Any other reqllests or noti fications made by the 

Homicide Unit. 

(2) If the officer is hospitalized or injured and in

capable of filing a written report, their* superior of

ficer shall be responsible for filing as eomplete a 

report as possible. 

(3) The senior superior officer at the scene having 

direct knowledge of the circumstances, shall provide 

the police dispatcher with all available informatiun. 

(4) Whenever an officer ;s involved ;~ a $hooting, 

their* weapon will be retained by the laboratory for 

further test; ng. If necessary, the 1 aboratory wi 11 

make arrangements to. loan the officer another weapon 

until such time as their* weapon can be returned. No 

weapon will be released to an officer who has been in

vo1ved in a shooting without the authorization and veri

fication of the laooratory ~h,t all testing has been 

completed. 
. 

The advantage of hav; 119 the d; spatcher not ifi ed fi rst, ; tal so r.Ji ght 

be noted. is that cal1s to and from this officer or civilian are routinely 

recorded, thus providing an ear1y documentation of facts in a kind of ca~.e 
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that is pal't;cularly likely to involve continuing controversy and, perhaps; 

the need for later adjudication of conflicting stories. 

The section of the operations manual on the Discharge of Firearms 

(105.04) notes that al1 shots fi red by pol; ce personnel shall be reported to 

an appropriate on-duty supervisor as soon as time and circumstances permit. 

Accidental discharge of a firearm shall be reported on inter-Departmental 

correspondence forms. Each report of a weapon di scharge is to be i nvesti

gated and eva, uatecf by a superior officer in terms of its propriety. 

The Denver.policy on the discharge of firearm~ is set out in the follow

ing terms, which again are noted here because they address thoroughly issues 

that might be of importance for the consideration of other police departments 

throughout the nation: 

(3) Officers shall not discharge firearms in the 

performance of their police duties except under 

the fan owi ng 'ci rcumstances and after all other 

means of apprehension have failed. 

a. To affect the arrest, or to prevent the escape 

from custody of a person whom they reasonably 

believe has committed or attempted to commit a 

felony, ;s attempting to escape by the use of a 

deadly weapon, or otherwise indicates~ except 

through a ~otor vehicle violation, that they* are 

about to endanger human life or to inflict serious 

bodily harm to another unless apprehended without 

delay. CRS 18-1-707. 
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b. To defend themselves or a third person from what 

they reasonably believe to be the use or imminent 

use of deadly physical force. CRS 18-1-707. 

c. To kill a dangerous animal or one that is so badly 

injured that humanity requires its elimination 

• from further suffering and any other dispositiop 

is impractical. 

d. Authorized firearms training. 

(4) Firearms will not be discharged under the following 

circumstances: 

a. 

b. 

As a warning .. 
.. 

At moving or fleeing vehicles, unless the circum

stances come within the provlslons of (3) a and b. 

Training Materials. The subject of dead\y force occupies 6 1/2 hours of 

the 710 1/2 hours that form the body of training provided for recruits into 

the Denver Police Department. Obviously, there is no yardstick by which it 

is possible to measure the "best" time allocation for training on the subject, 

particularly if the intent is t,o learn how training might relate to the actual 

behavi or of off; eer's 1 titer in thei r careers. On the other hand, it seems 

that it might be an excelient research inqu;r,y at least to test in the field 

di fferent forms of training on the matter of pol ice use of lethal force and 

to try to comprehend what' l'essons they truly convey, at least in terms of 

verbal and written responses by the officer's. Again, one of our recomr.tenda

tion5 would be that cases that have arisen in a particular Department (or, 

perhaps better) other departments opera t; ng under s imil ar rul es) mi ght form 

the basis for discussion of the rules a~d procedures. 
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In Denver, there is a video training program on deadly force, \'1hich 

i nvol ves in the taped presentation the Chief I the Di strict Attorney, and tvlO 

of the District Attorney's assistants. The Chief stresses that "police 

polit;ies ar~ stricter than the law" in regard to the use of deadly force, 

while the District Attorney's major theme is that "deadly force may be used 

only to save life." The tape points out some instances in which debdly force 

is not appropriate under Colorado law, including: (a) offender slugging 

officer; (b) drug dealer fleeing police; (c) burglar escaping from custody; 

(d) burglar' breaking into building; (e) other officers shooting at a suspect; 

(f) suspicion that a fleeing person is a murderer. Other themes repeat those 

we ha,ve met during our review of the San Diego and t1iami materials. The 

conclusion of the session is summed up as follows: 

A poJice officer can only shoot if he reasonably be

lieves and in fact believes it is necessary to protect· 

someone's life from immediate danger of death or 

grave injury; and that a lesser degree of force is 

inadequate. 

Similar to other departments we have revie\~ed, the Denver force places 

cons'iderable emphasis on training in methods to handle stress. All recruits 

attend a course run by two departmental psychologists, with funding from the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, on methods for hand' ing str~ss. 

Specific Illustrations. Each year, the Denver Annual Report fOf'the 

Police Department dedicates a page or more to portraits and the details of 

events that have led an officer to be awarded a Medal of Honor. In 1978, for 

; nstance, the Report tell s of Off; cers Timothy W. Leary, Joseph M. Marti nell i , 

and Lex P. Woods, all of whom had been called in to arrest a. man who had been 
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threatening to kill police officers and citizens. The details of the situa

tion unfolded in the following manner: 

After clearing out as many people as possible from the black 

\~here the man lived, officers made one more attempt to call the man 

by phone and ask that he stop his harassment. The man answered and 

begcrn to ins ul t and threaten the ca 11 i ng off; cer. Offi cers Leary, 

Martinell;, and Woods knocked on the man's apartment door and 

announced that they were the police. The man inside began firing 

through the door. Tha officers kicked in the door 'and began firing 

back at the man. The apartment was dark and the, on 1 y th; ng that 

could be seen were the flashes from the man's gun as he continued 

to fire. The officers emptied their service revolvers and reloaded 

as did the man on the inside. The officers had to stand their 

ground because two persons \~ho 1 ived across the hall had opened 

their' door when the commotion started a.nd were in the line of fire. 

Charging into the darkened room with disregard for their own per

sonal safety, while the man was still firing at them, Officers 

Leary, f1artinelli, a,nd Woods mortally wounded the man. Officer 

Leary was hit twice in the chest. The only thing that saved him 

was his protective vest. 

DUring the me1ee Officerr. Leary, Martinelli, and Woods dis

played great coura~e above and beyond the cal' of duty and possibly 

saved two other persons· lives because of their bravery. 

For their actions they received the Police 14edal of Honor. 

There is some difficulty ;n abstracting from this story of heroic behav

ior lessons that it might convey in regard to poice use of deadly force. It 

waul d be stupi d and presumptuous for us in any 'way to try to detract from 
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the courage and steadfastness of the officers who earned their citations at 

the risk of their lives. The difficulty, however, ;s that had they first 

made sure the terrain \'t'as safe--that is, that the neighbors were evacuated 

from the scene--or had the event not eventuated in a shoot-out but some other 

form of resolution, much less attention might have been paid to their behav

ior. In short, medals, which are devoutly to be desired as signs of recog

nition, are won not by finesse, or tactics that defuse a situation (suppose 

the phone call had succeeded) but by bravery that runs the risk of death. 

We know no ~ther way that things might be arranged--bravery under such condi

tions ought to be saluted--but the situation does convey a particular lesson 

about weapon use and the consequences when it is done effectively and, suc

cessfully within the law and department guidelines. 

The 1978 report, it might be noted in pass~:1g, for the first time, also 

includes a page of applause for "those citizens of Denver ~ho have, without 

fear or expectation of 'reward or other personal gain, assisted the Police 

Department in fulfilling the Police I~ission.tt These individuals are not 

named, presumably to prevent any retaliation against them, but the details of 

the' fi ve events a,re set forth in caps ul e form, such as: II In a hi gh crime 

rate area of Northeast Denver, a housewife flagged a district officer. She 

related to the officer that she had seen two young males break into a house 

and 1 eave ~/ith household effects. She then fo 11 owed the suspects to another 

location, where they were arrested. II 

Weapon Discharge Statistics. Unlike the previous two departments we 

have looked at, in Denver there were no official reporting forms setting out 

numerical information on the use of weapons. It will be recalled that in San 

Diego such matters resulted in the issuance on a regular basis of summary 

stat i st 'j ca 1 reports. In Mi ami, such mater; a 1 hapf1ened to be i ncorpora ,.ed in 



81 

a report that ha? been commissioned as part of the movement toward revision 

of departmental gUidelines. In Denver, we came up with the fol1O\'ling figur'es 

based on a review of the files as an aid to our work. 

There have been three fatal Hies in 1978 and one in 1979. "Hits" were 

recorded as 11 in 1978, and ~our in 1979. For fireams discharges, the records 

sho\,led 17 in ~978) and 16 in 1979. These figures are too skimpy for us to 

make any attempt to derive general concl usions based upon them, though it is 

important that they be ; ncl uded wi th our other tabul at; ons of such events. 

Crime Stati sti CSt Though we wi 11 not attempt to rel ate them to the Use 

of deddly force, we can provi de stati sti cal ; nformati on on crime rates for 

crimes of violence in Denver that can be compared to materials from San Diego 

and ~1i ami. Table 11, deri ved from the Department IS Annual Reports, 0 ffers 

t hi s mater; a 1. 

[INSERT TABLE 11 HERE] 
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1977 

1978 

1979 
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Tabie 11 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault Offenses 
Denver: 1976-1978 

Homicide 

115 

95 

105 

Robbery 

2145 

2596 

2471 

Aggravated 
Assault 

1696 

2115 

1943 
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HONOLULU 

The distinctive demographic portrait of Honolulu al\~ays makes it an 

intellectually appealing site for social science research. The distance of 

the city from mainland United States sometimes appears to result in a unique 

blend of American and alien tradition. Similarly, the very large oriental .. 
population of Honolulu adds a dimension not found '{n American cities. In 

particular, the Japanese popu1ation l)f Honolulu may well reflect their coun

try of origin in their behavior, which persistently reports a stunningly low 

rate of crime. Or, on the other hand, the clash of Oriental culture with 

American customs may introduce a discordance that results in a relatively 

higher rate of crime than might be expected. 

f'or our purposes, Honolulu contributed some interesting figures on po .. 

lice shooting. These were tabulated for us by Earl Thompson, the Assistant 

Chief of the Administrative Bureau. They divide .in the following manner--see 

Tabl~ 12: 

[INSERT TABLE 12 HERE] 

The city of Honolulu, with a pop~lat;on of 860,000 persons--as we1l as a 

ver'y heavy ; nfl ux of touri sts, much 1; ke Mi am; and San Di ego, the fi rst two 

clties we looked at--shows a total of 11 shooting incidents in the categories 

compi1ed for 1979; four in 1978; and six io 1977. The sharp rise may be only a 

temporary aberration, or it may indicate the arrival of more unsettled times_ 

The nature of the f;gur'~s, as so often ;s the case, makes ~ompar;son with 

materials that we have frum other cities somewhat uncertain, but it seems 

apparent that the number of killings JY the police--one, zero, one--for the 

three years under review is strikingly lower than the returns for the other 

cities that we have examined. San Diego shows lS·kil1ings by police officers 
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1977 

1978 

1979 

r~isses 

3 

3 

7 
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Table 12 

Shootings by Police 
Honolulu: 1977-1979 

Non .. 
Fatul Hits 

2 

1 

3 

Fatalities 

1 

o 
1 

.1 
• ;' 

"h 
',.1\. , 
l~ 

I 
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in the same period, though it has about 100,000 fewer persons in its popula

tion than Honolulu. Miami, with less than half Honolulu's population reports 

einht deaths for the 1977-1979 period. We had killings statistics for Denver 

(with a population of more than 300,000 fewer than Honolulu) for only two 

years--1979 ilnd 1979--but these two, at a total of four~ were very muc.h 

higher than tMe total for Honolulu. It seems obviOUS to us that there may 

be a very great deal that can be learn.~d about the use of deadly force by a 

d~tailed examination of event$ in the Hawaiian capital city. 

Training Guidelines. Except for the statistics which were kindly sup

plied to us after our visit, the only other materials we were able to gather 

in Honolulu bore upon training and guidelines. The training situation is 

not unusuill. Our calculations of the training schedule for the class that 

went from February 25 through September S of 1980 showed 135 1/2 hours of 

differ'ant kinds of instruction, not counting the IS-minute inspections that 

generally preceded the inauguration of work eac.h morning. Of these hours, 

only four, from 0800 to 1150 on August 12, were dedicated to the subject of 

deadly force. These hou rs were, howeve r, sepa rated from fi rearms i nstructi on, 

and thE!Y were located quite late in the training regimen. Whether these 

practices prove to be more effective in highlighting the material discussed 

seams worth examination. 

Operational Rul~s. Two major documents have been issued by the Honolulu 

Po 1 ice Depa rtrnent in rega rd 'to the quest i on of deadly force. Gi ven the De .. 

partment's unusually low number of fatalities from such force, these materials 
. 

might be examined rather closely) though we do not want to imply) without 

further work, whether the low record of fatalities i$ evidence of "good" or 

IIbad" pol icing. Obviously, if all suspects ~re allowed to escape and all 

confrontations are avoided, there will be a low rate of police shootings; we 

' . . 
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neeel to knO\~ in much more data il what procedures permeated departmental work 

before the bare statistics can be interpreted satisfactorily. 

The first bulletin is one issued by the Training Division of the Depart

ment on September 15, 1975, and is titled: "Use of Firearms.1I It begins 

with a rather lengthy preamble, I'lhose purpose apparent1y is to soften and 

justify what will follow: 

Every now and then police officers are criticized in the press 

for firing their sidearms. They are usually charged with poor 

judgment or with exceeding their authority. At the same time, the 

chief is often criticized for not having properly trained the 

officer in the use of firearms • . 
We frequently see articles charging officers with indiscrimin-

ate shooting and describing them as being "trigger happy. II Every

one will agree that the decision to shoot someone is the most 

momentous deci~ion a police officer can make. Once the trigger is 

pulled. the action is irreversible; the decision, irrevocable • . 
One of the incontrovertible facts of life is that circumstances 

and situations change. And, since change is inevitable, policies 

must be periodically reviewed. 

With respect to the po1i cy governing the use of fi rearms by 

officers, in these times of civil strife and disorder, social 

attitudes are constantly and rapidly changing; therefore, it has 

been necessary to redefine the Department's policy on the use of 

firearms. 

This is an artful bit of writing. How effective it might be in carrying 

the officers to whom it is directed along with it remains another question_ 

That it needed to be written says as much about the intricacies of dictated 
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policies on weapons as whatever its content might be. Note too, the rather 

subtle \-lay in which the suggestion that finally it is the Chief who takes 

the heat is inserted very early into the preamble. Officers at any adminis

trative level presumably will readily understand that when the pressure falls 

upon them it may often beconle necessary that they, with discomfort, impose 

restrictions en those below them, hO\'1ever unpalatable such action may prove. 

It is a common enough bureaucratic posture in universities, businesses, and 

police departments. It is noteworthy that the source Of the change is iden

tified as external to the Department: criticisms in the press "every now 

and then," and articles raising charges that appear "frequently," as well as 

social forces that are erupting. Change is inevitable, the preamble main

tains; you1ve got to learn to live with it. It is assuredly a cajoling 

opening, trying to ease the path of what follows. 

The policy is set forth in the following terms: 

A police officer is justified in using'his firearms only: 

A. If he has reasonable cause to believe that he or someone else 

is about to sustain serious physical injury or be killed by 

the person at whom he shoots. 

B. If he has reasonable cause to believe it is necessary in order 

to effect an arrest or prevent the escape of a person where 

the conduct of the person indicates that he presents a serious .. 
immediate danger to human life, or that he is likely to inflict 

serious physical injury, unless apprehended without delay. 

C. To destroy an animal which he has reasonable cause to believe 

is so severely injured that there is no probability that its 

1 i fe or useful ness can' be saved, or where the offi cer or 

another is attacked by a man-endangering animal. 
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The italics indicated in the foregoing points appear in the original. 

The policy proceeds to note that the use of a firearm is not justified 

(a) to fire a warning shot; and (b) to apprehend a fleeing felon, except as 

permitted under point (B) above. The document urges that ltv/here it is possible 

to accomplish the mission through means other than use of the firearm, these 

means should be employed~1I and warns that: 

One must always exercise precaution concerning bystanders. 

Inj ury to innocent bystanders is not necessari ly excused by the 

fact that the policeman would have been legally justified in shoot

ing to accomplish arrest. 

There are further expositions of the points set forth in the preceding 

p.3ragraphs. For example, in regard to the first point (A), it is noted that 

an officer must consider "all facts" before determining whether his fir'earm 

should be used. As an example: 

Whether i raised knife or axe presents a circumstance in which 

there is an immedi ate threat to 1 i fe or 1 imb may depend on th\~ 

di stance from the threateni n9 person, the. 1 Dcat; on, the person I s 

age, strength, etc. 

There also are specific illustrations, something that we have not found 

in the materials examined earlier: 

A burglar, surprised by a police officer in a room, shoots at 

. the officer, missing him. 

The police officer may shoot back. The burglar ;s about to 

use unlawful deadly physical fotce and it is necessary for the 

officer to shoot to defend himself. 

On the other hand, if the burglar were to throw his gun away after 

missing, the officer, the bulletin notes, would no longer be justified under 

the self-defense principle in using his gun. 
, 

I 
J 
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Take another few examples: On a street corner, a man not using deadly 

force attacks a police officer with his fists. Here, as the reader no doubt 

irrtmediately knows, the officer is told that he may not shoot the man, since 

this is not necessary for him to protect himself. Obviously, though not 

mentioned in the Honolulu materials, such situations can, depending upon the 

persons invoh .. :d, became life-threatening, illustrating the constant diffi

cultyof reaching specific conclus'ions based upon a set of general facts. 

Another illustration: 

A pol ice officer sees one man chasing another on the street 

with a knife. The victim is getting away. 

The .officer may not shoot the aggressor. At this point, deadly 

force is not necessary in order to protect the man who is success

fully escaping. The aggressor should be apprehended through other 

ava il ab 1 e means. 

And still another: 

A police officer sees two men fighting with their fists and 

hears one say: "If YOll donlt stop I will pull my knife and kill 

you. II 

The pol ice officer may not shoot unless he has reasonable 

cause to believe that the threat will be acted upon before he can 

take other steps to prevent it. The threat of deadly force is not 

sufficiently immediate. 

And, finally, in this category (several other illustrations are offered, 

and we have abstracted only a few to provide a sense of the materials): 

A police officer sees two men attacking each other with knives. 

A police officer may not know which person is using unlawful 

deadly force. In the example given, the officer cannot, without 

--.. ------------------------------------------.----------~ 
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knowing more facts, reasonably determine which person is the illegal 

assailant and which person is legally defending himself. Of course, 

in many situations, the pol ice officer may know or be ab1e to 

observe additional facts which will enable him to make the deter-

mination. Furthermore, after the police officer orders the men.to 

stop fighting, if one man continues to attack while the other puts 

down his weapon, the police officer would be permitted to shoot 

the man continuing the attack if he reasonably believes it was 

necessary to do so to save the other man from death or seri ous 

physical injury. 

There are six illustrations of point (8) above and four in regard to the 

proper use of weapons in situations involving animals. In terms of the use 

of weapons for firing warning shots, the following two pieces of sound advice 

are proffered: 

And: 

The weapon should not be relied upon unless its use would be 

justified. If its use is justified, time would not be taken to 

fire a warning shot. Verbal warning is sufficient. 

A warning shot is a bluff. The police officer should never 

use his firearm as a bluff. The revolver should be drawn only 

after the officer has determined that its use is justified. After 

drawing the weapon, he must be prepared to use it. 

Also interesting in the bulletin is the specification of considerations 

in cases in which the liability of an officer might be 1n question. The 

bulletin spells out the following training issues as important in determining 

liability: (1) What pre-service instruction did an officer receive? (2) 

What pre-service proficiency was required? (3) What regulations were issued 
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pertaining to the law of use of force (intentional shooting) and safe handling 

of the weapon (accidental shooting)? (4) What were the qualifications of the 

instructors? (5) What records exist documenting training and proficiency? 

(6) \olhat in-service training has been given? and (7) What in-:Jervice profi

ciency ;s required? 

Finally, .. these matters set forth in nine clearly and carefully written 

pages, the bulletin summarizes at some lengt'h what has gone before. Again, 

we repeat the material with some abridgement because first, on its own merits, 

it demands careful attention and second, given the record in'regard to shoot

ings, work on the subject in Honolulu merits close scutiny: 

A police officer is cloaked with an exceptional privilege of 

using deadly force to repel an attack by one whom the officer is 

lawfully attempting to arrest even if he could safely avoid his 

assailant by retreat or flight. The privilege is extended to police 

officers because the machinery of law enforcement would be unreason

ably handicapped if the officer could not stand his ground under 

such circumstances, and hence he is privileged by law to use what

ever force is needed to defend his life without retreat • 

••• As a practical matter, •• . you are not legally justified in 

shooting to wound unless you would be legally justified in shooting 

to kill. 

The issue is ~ot whether you intend in your own mind to kill 

or seriously wound someone, but rather whether the force that you 

use was "readiiy capable" of inflicting death or serious injury. 

Furthermore, the fact that deadly force is permiss'lble in a 

given situation does not, of course, mean that it must or should be 

used in that situation. To the contr'ary, where consistent with 
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sa fety and wi th duty, it is preferable to accompl ish the ends of 

law enforcement without shooting. 

There are alternatives to shooting, many of which have been 

made ava i1 ab 1 e by technol ogi ca 1 advances. The radi 0, the pat rol 

car, and other methods of rapid communication or movement have 

added to the flexibil ity of response that a pol ice officer can 

command. 

In every case where a plainclothes police officer becomes 

engaged in the lise of deadly force against an adversary, it is of 

paramount importance that the police officer first clearly makes it 

understood that he is a police officer (Whenever circumstances do 

not prevent him from identifying himself as a police officer). 

The matter of identification also applies to uniformed police 

officers during times of darkness or under other conditions of poor 

visibility whe~e the identity of the police officer is not readily 

apparent. 

In all cases, in deciding whether and when to fire his gun, 

the police officer must consider the risk to innocent persons in 

the area. 

In mid-February 1977, the Chief of Pol ice issued a four-page General 

Order on the use of firearms by police officers which in most respects reit

erated the materials that had been published in the training bulletin. The 

order repeated the Criminal Code sections (703-707) which enunciated state 

law on the use of force in police work. It added a segment on the display 

of firearms thai had not been touched upon in the earlier document: 

To prevent accidental discharge, firearms shall not be unneces

sarily displayed, brandished or manipulated by officers whether 
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within the police building or in public. Loading and unloading is 

to be accomplished with the utmost regard for the safety of oneself 

and persons in the immediate area. 

The General Order also spelled out the investigative, procedure to be 

followed in the case of deaths or injuries that ensued during the course of 

police wod~. "This material \'Ie will include in it's entirety: 

A. Relief from Duty 

B. 

1. Upon ascertaining that death or injury has resulted 
from the use of firearms in the course of carrying' 
out a police function, the superior officer of the 
officer who took such action shall, after a conferral 
with the investigating Criminal Investigation 
Division Lieutenant, determine whether or not the 
officer should be relieved of further field duty 
pending the outcome of the investigation of the 
matter' • 

2. Shoul dare 1 i ef from duty be deemed necessary, it 
shall not be construed to be a disciplinary action, 
but rather an administrative course of action for 
the purpose of: 

a. Relieving the officer from further performance 
of field duties while undergoing the emotional 
stress of having used deadly force. 

b. Permitting an oQjective investigation into the 
matter under a more restrained atmosphere. 

c. Restoring the public's confidence in the Police 
De pa rtmen t. 

3. In a case wherein a relief from duty had been imposed, 
the officer shall be restored to his original assign
ment as soon as it'is determined from the investigation 
that his action was sustained. 

Expeditious InvestiQation 
y 

1. Without sacrificing objectivity and completeness, 
the investigation into any duty connected shooting 
resulting in death or injury shall be expeditiously 
conducted by all investigating parties., 

.. -----------------------------------------



j 
' . .. 

!l . .. 
~ . 
lj , -:J 
1 
I 
7 

1 
" 

i . 
• 

94 

2. A Lieutenant of the Criminal Investigation Division 
shall be directly responsible for the assignment and 
supervision of investigative personnel) the proper 
conduct of the investigation and ensure that any 
unlawful act which may have precipitated the incident 
be included in the overall investigation. 

3. The completed investigative report shall be forwarded 
forthwith to the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney 
for their ~eview and determination as to whether or 
not the matter will be presented to the Grand Jury 
for further determinatio~ of criminal negligence. 
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ST. LOUIS 

As Table 13, which provides a number of statistics about the size and 

law enforcement profile of North Central American cities of more than a 

quarter of a million, indicates, St. Louis enjoys the distinction of sorts of 

being the city \~ith the highest per capita rate of reported violent crime • .. 
It can be seen from the table that this city of slightly more than half a 

million persons is the 20th largest in the country. Its violent crime rate 

of 1,743 places it at the top of the list of cities in that category. 

[INSERT TABLE 13 HERE] 

Violept crime and race clearly come together for this grouping of cities. 

The secund highest national rate of violent crime in the country is another 

north central city, Detroit. Detroit reports, and the table shows, a 45 

percent nonwhite population; St. Louis ' percentage of nonwhite population is 

4J pet"cent. In the western states, as Table 1 shows, Oakland, with a 41 

percent nonwhite population, is the only one of the dozen places shown in the 

table with a percent nonwhite higher than 30 percent. Its violent crime rate 

is fifth hi ghost in the nat i on, though the ci ty IS popul at ion is 20th. The 

relationship is present, though in not nearly so clearcut a form, in the 

southern states. Here the national violent crime rates and nonWhite popula

tion figures for those with 40 percent or more nonwhite populations are: 

Baltimore, 47 percent, sixth in the nation; Hashington, 72 percent, 12th in .. 
the nation; New Orleans, 46 percent, 17th in the nation; Atlanta, 52 percent, 

thir'd in the nationj and Birmingham, 42 percent, 20th in the nation. The 

generalization appears to be that the larger the nonwhite population, the 

higher the likely rate of violent crime in a city, despite its general popu

lation, for those cities we have been examining" that is, those with more 

than a quarter of a million persons. 
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TABLE 13 

Oi'rerse Charactedstics of Cities \'(lth 250,000 Population or Hare in 12 North Central States 

Number of Violent 
Population National % Non- Officers Crime 

City (1973 est.) Rank White (1977) % Black % Spanish Rate(1977) Rank 

Chicago 3,173,000 2 34% 13.374a 16% 1~4% 910 23 

Detroit 1,387,000 5 45 5,703 31 0.3 1,735 2 

Indianapolis 728,000 12 18 1,069 NA NA 520 45 

Hihlaukee 691,000 13 16 2,083 2.3 0.3 367 52 ~ 
en 

Cleveland 679,000 15 39 2,095 10 NA 1,387 10 

St. Loufs 558 s 000 20 41 2,091 13 NA 1,743 1 

Columbus 541,000 21 19 1,087 5 1 599 42 

Kansas City 488,000 26 23 1,,226 12 NA 1,138 14 

Cincinnati 426,000 30 28 977 13 NA 317 27 

M1 nnea po 11 s 382,000 32 6 795 1 0.1 819 26 

Omaha 377,000 33 11 534 5 1 509 48 

Toledo 377,000 34 14 733 8 2 774 31 

St. Paul 287,000 48 5 557 3 1 660 39 

a = For 1976 
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The ratio of offi cers per capita in St. Loui s ; s one for each 266.9 

persons, a much higher manpower concentration than for any of the other cities 

that \'/8 have examined. The difficulty, however, with interpreting these 

figures is that only the closest scrutiny and the most delicate comparative 

work will tell you the true meaning of the overall figures. Some departments 

use ci vi 1 i ans .. for ~obs that others amploy sworn personna 1 to carry out, they 

have the same manpower but they count it differently in the different places. 

Some jurisdictions have officers working in the jails; others may use ~ounty 

jail s or may have different personnel, tabul ated differently, handl ;ng that 

or other assignments. The percentage of officers assigned to traffic will 

als0 affect the way the personnel bear upon crime considerations. These and 

numerous other mdtters have to be considered when interpreting the official 

figures on the size of a department. He have been conveying such information 

only because it is conveniently gathered, and because it might land itself, 

once put together, to some sort of interpretive analysis. 

Use of Deadly Force. As in Honolulu, we had to rely upon th~ police 

department to put together for us some tabulations of the amount of weapon 

usage that could be retrieved from the files. Table 14 summarizes the material 

with which we were supplied, with the original categories retained. 

[INSERT TABLE 14 HERE] 

The table clearly indicates a rise in the number of "incidents," a 

category we presume to mean 'weapon di scharge events. There al so is a sharp 

rise comparing the first year with the next two in the number of individuals 

killed, though not in those wounded, a rather anomalous consequence. 

It ought to be apparent by now that departments tabul ate weapons di s

charges in highly variant ways, and that it is not possibl~ in any systematic 

fashion to try to relate the general category to 'other conditions within the 
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1977 

1978 

1979 
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Table 14 

Killing and Wounding Episodes in St. Louis~ 1977-1979 

Incidents 

99 

123 

131 

Persons 
Kill ed 

7 

14 

10 

Persons 
Wounded 

18 

19 

17 
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department. Nonetheless) as we noted in regard to homicide, it is also true 

thClt kill i ngs by po 1; ce seem very 1 ike 1 y both to be recorded and to be re

corded with some accuracy. This makes it possible for us to construct, on 

the basis of information that we have now derived from the first five cities 

we have surveyed) a chart that perhaps can both prove instructive and guide 

our later exa~ination of materials. Table 15 converts the numb~r of killings 

for the particular years that \'/e have information available--if they are 

w'ithin the 1976-1979 boundaries--into a ratio in terms of a department's 

nllmber of officers, number of homicides, violent crime rate, and general 

population. 

[INSERT TABLE 15 HERE] 

This table is not notably informative) largely because the denominator 

used to calculate the rates--that is) the number of police shoots--is so low 

that relatively slight rises or falls in the number between cities can have 

profound effects) such as if there are two shootfngs in one city and three in' 

the other each year over the time span being examined. The information may 

be presented in more readable form, as it is in Table 16) by ranking each of 

the cities on a number of factors. Absent better information from Honolulu, 

we have omitted it from the Table. 

[INSERT TABLE 16 HERE] 

Obviously, the categories are interrelated: a high violent crime rate .. 
will in many instances lead to a higher number of officers in a jurisdiction, 

and the rate may be a function of the nonwhite percentage in the population. 

St. Louis shows a conspicuous level of violence and reactions to it in the 

forms of shootings and number of officers. 

The st. Louis materials with which we were supplied contained one par-

ticularly unusual item, a breakdOl'ln of the situations that have been found 



% Non - City 
l~hi tes 

11 San Diego 

23 Miami 

11 Denver 

Honolulu 

46 St. Louis 
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Table 15 

Killings by Police Related to other Aspects of 
Law Enforcement in Five Jurisriictions 

Killings 
Per Year 

5.0 

2.3 

2.0 

.7 

10.3 

Officer 
Per 

Killing 

216.4 

318. 7 

697.0 

NI 

203.0 

Homicides/ 
Killing 

13.4 

32.1 

50.0 

NI 

Population 
Per Killing 
in 1, ODDs 

151. 4 

153.9 

258.0 

1228.6 

54.2 

Violent 
Crime/ 
Killing 

116.6 

656.5 

489.5 

NI 

169.2 
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Table 16 

Rank of Four Cities in Regard to Police Killings, Percent 
Non-White Popu~ation. Violent Crime Rate, and Most Officers/ Population 

City 

St. Louis 

San Diego 

Miami 

Denver 

Shootings 
.. (Most to Least) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

, . 

% Non
White 

1 

3.5 

2 

3.5 

Violent 
Crime 
Rate 

1 

4 

2 

3 

Most Officers/ 
Population 

1 

4 

3 

2 
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likely to lead to the killings of law enforcement officers. These are put 

into the following categories: (1) Attempting arrests for crimes other than 

robbery or burglary, 21 percent; (2) Disturbance calls, 19 percent; (3) 

Robbery calls, 18 percent; (4) Traffic pursuits and stops, 13 percent; (5) 

Investigating suspicious persons or circumstances, eight percent; (6) Burglary 

calls, seven percent; (7) Ambush--premeditated and/or provoked, seven percent; 

(8) Handling prisoners, four percent; (9) Dealing with mentally deranged, 

two percent; and (10) Civil disorders, one percent. It seems obvious that a 

very large variety of police situations have within them a potentiality for 

danger and death for an officer, a matter that has to be taken into account 

in considerations of the use of deadly force by officers. 

Citizen Complaints. St. Louis sets forth in full detail the inventory 

of citizen complaints during the year and the disposition of such complaints • . 
The Police Manual for the city requires that the Bureau of Inspections submit 

a report annually on thi~ matter, and that the report be published •. It seems 

to us a good procedure, particularly if departments could develop some stan

dardized method for carrying out such work so that a c~ntinuing and compara-. 
tive sense of citizen dissatisfaction could be discerned. Obviously, factors 

bearing upon complaints need not have a direct relationship to police per

formance; complaints do not routinely follow untoward police conduct, nor by 

no means do all complaints truly reflect such conduct. But they do tell us 

what citizens feel aggrieved about, and how much action to the point of 

compl a i nt they are wi 11 i ng to take to secure redress of thei r gri evances. 

For St. Loui s, for the year of 1978, more than one-thi rd (119 out of 

316) of the complaints concerned alleged instances of physical abuse of 

citizens by law enforcement officers. The complaints were at year's end 

categori zed into six outcome c 1 assi fi cat; ons: Exonerated, four; Un founded, 
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13; Not Sustained, 80; Sustained, four; Withdrawn, 15; and Pending, three. 

The next highest cause of complaint, with 51 instances, was lIimproper atti

tude/manner. 1I The citizen complaints had resulted in one resignation under 

investigation. Non-citizen complaints (presumably from within the Department) 

had led to 23 resignations under investigation. The complainants were iden

tified by rac:!, and overwhelmingly were blacks: 196 of the total of 303 so 

categorized by race. Indeed, there were almost as many black females (53) 

as white males (75) who complained of police conduct. 

Firearms Policy. The St. Louis Police Department promulgated as part of 

its training materials a 26-page document on Firearms, which includes a good 

deal of material that is not traditionally found in the information put into 

writing by law enforcement units. The preamble is, it will be seen, by now 

familiar in tone and content: 

\4hen a pol ice offi cer , s sworn in, he assumes many responsi

bi1ities. One of them is the carrying. and possible use of a fire

arm. Whenever a police officer has to resort to the use of deadly 

force, it is probably the hardest and most important decision he 

will have to make. The officer's primary function is the protection 

of lif~ and property. Therefore, the police use of a fireann is 

governed not only by law, but by our responsibility to protect the 

peopl e we se rve. 

An officermList be able to handle his weapons safely and 

effectively. He must also have confidence in his ability to protect 

himself or others, if the need arises. This confidence is gained 

only through training in the basic fundamentals of narksmanship and 

then practice to retain the skills gained. 
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The manua 1 sets forth the candi ti ons under whi ch fi rearms shaul d and 

should not be used, and also advances a policy statement on the kind of 

revolvers that may be carried: 

Each armed member of the Department, when on or off duty, while 

in the state of Missouri, shall carry a revolver as authorized .by 

the Board and other weapons as the Board may, by order, prescribe. 

The carrying of automatic pistols is prohibited; only department 

issued or personally owned revolvers which have been inspected and 

approved of by the Depc'"tment Armorer may be carried while off 

duty. All other weapons carried by armed members of the Department 

must be issued by the Department; the carrying of personally owned 

shotguns, rifles, and similar weapons ;s prohibited. Only Depart

ment approved ammunition may be used in weapons carri ed by armed 

members of the Department. 

There are lengthy expositions on the type of weapons--Smith and Wesson 

and Colt makes--that are authorized for use, both in terms of departmental 

issue and personal purchase. And, finally, the document ends with a set of 
. . 
safety rules: 

1. Never po i nt a weapon at anyone or anythi ng that you don't 

fully intend to shoot. 

2. Never hand a person a loaded revolver. Always unload it 

and then leave the cylinder open. 

3. Never assume or take anyone's word that a weapon is unloaded. 

Check for yourself. 

4. The revolver should be unloaded before ins'pecting, cleaning, 

etc. 
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5. Keep the fi nger out of the tri gger guard until you are go; ng 

to fire the weapon. 

6. A revolver is not a toy or playt.hing, so don1t treat ;t as 

such. 

7. Do not allow yourself to lose yt.)ur respect for the possible 

danger of a weapon. Always handle the weapon safely. 

8. Do not get i nvol ved in any type of horsepl ay or showi ng off 

with the weapon. 

9. When handl; ng a weapon pay attenti on to what you are do; ng. 

10. When you are involved in a situation that requires that 

you draw the revolver, use the double action grip. If you 

decide to use single action firing, cock the hammer only 

when you are ready to fire. 

Perhaps the most notable aspect of the foregoing rules is the fact that 

some of them need to be enunciated at all: formal rules often tell a great 

deal about kinds of conduct that do in fal:t occur and that are regarded as 

necessary to forestall. If something were extrerilely unl ikely to happen, 

there would not be much mileage in bothering to warn against it. It seems 

likely that experience had shown the officers who put the rules together that 

they involved matters apt to be violat~d. 

Stress Training. Similar to its si!;ter cities that we have looked at, . 
St. Louis goes in heavily for stress training for its officers. Developed by 

a Ph.D. psychologist, the stress segmerlt; of the police academy curriculum 

def; nes the phenomenon as II a percept; on of threat or expectati on of future 

discomfort that arouses, alerts, or otherwise activates the system. 1I Just as 

for the guidelines for safety, the ros~er of things that might induce stress 

in a police officer tells more than it might desire to about the sorts of 
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th; ngs that coul d come to f; 11 an off; cer' s 1; fee These are sa i d to be 

stressful matters potentially: administration, second job, inactivity, shift 

work, inadequate resources, territoriality, work overload, responsibility for 

people, promotional procedures, role ambiguity, job complexity, inequities in 

pay and status. For policemen specifically, the stressors are enumerated 

as: courts, negative public image, racial situations, line of duty/crisis 

situations. Stress, it is noted, can sometimes result in "violent acts" and 

a II need to dest roy 'evi 1 • ' II 

It is further observed that post-traumatic reactions can ensue, and most 

often will if an officer is involved in a lethal episode or himself is shot 

in the line of duty. The materials note that reactions include things such 

as muscular tension, irritability, impaired concentration and memory, .repeti

tive nightmares, sexual inhibition, social withdrawal, and fear of reprisal. 

There a 1 so is, the materi a 1 notes, an "extreme fear that the I asshol es I of 

the world are going to get 'even. III 

Letha 1 Use of Force. The trai ni ng regimen i ncl udes a segment on sur-
I 

vival techniques, which notes that "survival is predicated on sound tactics, 
. . 
planning, and practice before confronting an armed suspect. II There is a 

suggest i on that "vari ab 1 e" cha 11 enges be used lito di stract, to buy time, 

and prevent a shooting encounter. II But most of the 13 points are clearly 

aimed to encourage successful use of deadly force, rather than to prewarn , 

about its employment in unwarranted or unnecessary condii ons. We would nct 

prejudge such material; nor would it be fair to maintain that the high rate 

of police killings in St. Louis is by any means tied to this emphasis: 

indeed, the effect may be the reverse; the danger of policing in the city 

may induce the standards. Or, of course, there may be no relationship between 

such printed material and what goes on in the field. 
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The rules for use of firearms are set forth in the materials relating to 

Criminal Investigations and some are included as well in the statement of 

Pursuit Policy, where it is indicated that firearms may not be used "for the 

sale pupose of disabling a vehicle." 

Crime Rates. The crime rates for St. Lou; s are set out in Table 17 on 

the fall owi ng "page, confi ned to the same three offenses that we have tabu

lated in the other cities. 

[INSERT TABLE 17 HERE] 

Audit Report. The 1977/79 Annual Report of the St. Louis Metropol itan 

Police Department contains at least one unusual item, an extremely detailed 

account of fund expenditures, with an auditing imprimatur from Peat, Marwick, 

and Mitchell. It is not a common item in police reports, and, if more gen

erally included, might well allow some interesting investigations to be made 

in regard to cost-benefit analyses. 

Causes of Crime. Most law enforcement un-its present the numerical· 

sl'mmaries of their activities and those within their jurisdictions over 

which they have cognizance and let the matter rest there. In St. Louis' 

1978/79 report there stands a most unusual entry of almost a page length 

which tries to put the ~rime problem, and the figures generated and reported 

in regard to it, into a better perspective. The unique contribution merits 

quotation. It is found under the heading: "What are the Causes of Crime?" 

A police depa'rtment is often questioned about the causes of 

crime. It should be clearly understood that a police department 

responds to the event--the crime--after it "has occurred and hopes 

by its response to set the criminal justice system in motion. It 

hopes its existence and preventive action will reduce crime but 

has no way of measuring this. 
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Table 17 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault Offenses 
St. Louis: 1978 

Offense 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Aggravated Assault 

, , 

NUmber 

211 

3,725 

4,365 
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Fortunately a pol ice department can act without waiting for 

information on the causes of crime. Information that, if possessed, 

would not change its task. 

The reader is asked to examine the following comment on Crime 

Factors: 

-- Crime is a soc; a 1 probl em and the concern of the enti re com

munity. The law enforcement effort is limited to factors within 

its control. 

Hi stori ca lly, the causes and or; g; ns of cri me have been the 

subjects of investigation by many disciplines. However, no defini

tive conclusions have yet been reached. Instead, a number of 

factors affecting the vol ume and type of crime that occur from 

place to place have been delineated. Some of these are as follows: 

1. nensity and size of the community population and the metropol

itan area of which it is a part. 

2. Composition of the population with reference particularly to 

age, sex, and race. 

3. Economic conditions, including job availability. 

4. Economic status and mores of the population. 

5. Stability of the population, including commuters, seasonal, 

and other transient types. 

6. Cultural conditions, such as educational, recreational, and 

religious characteri$tics. 

7. Climate, including seasonal weather conditions. 

8. Effective strength of law enforcement agencies. 

9. Standards of appointments to the local police force. 

10. Policies of the prosecuting officials. 
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11. Attitudes and policies of the courts and corrections and 

probation. 

12. Relationships and attitudes of law enforcE'~ent and the 

community. 

13. Attitudes of citi l~nry toward crime. 

14. Administrative and investigative efficiency af law enforce

ment, ; nc 1 udi ng degree of adherence to crime reporti ng standards. 

15. Crime reporting practices of citizenry. 

1r. Organi·zation and cooperation of adjoining and overlapping 

police jurisdictions. 

The Uniform Crime Reports give a nationwide view of crime 

based on police statistics contributed by state and local law en

forcement agencies. Population size is the only correlate utilized 

in this publication. While other factors 1isted here are of equal 

concern, no attempt is made tQ relate them to data presented. The 

reader is, therefore, cautioned against comparing statistical data 

of individual communities solely on the basis of their population 

size. 

We have reproduced this material in its entirety because not only does 

it make good sense, but it also applies very directly to the work we are 

undertaking, and the effort at times that we make to find different kinds of 

relationships between police matters and dead1y force considerations. The 

St. Louis report sets out exceedingly well the difficulty of suCh tactics and 

substantively notes some of the very important considerations that must be 

appreciated as strong influences on the numbers that show up in official 

tabulations. 
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SAN JOSE 

San JOS0 is a city in northerr. Cal ifornia, with a popul ation of about 

half a million, and a ratio of one law enforcement officer for every 664.5 

persons within the policing jurisdiction (see Table 1). The city has a 

relatively low violent crime rate, and its demographic structure is perhaps .. 
most nuted, in the context of items that we have been scrutinizing, in regard 

to the relatively low percentage of nonwhite persons in the city. 

Training Matorials. There is a six-hour block of time set aside in the 

training regimen for instruction on Moral/Legal Aspects of Force, constitut

ing sl ightly more than one percent of the total of 544 hours of training 

instruction required of department recruits. But, as the instructio~al 

supervisor pointed out in a letter to one of the field team subsequent to 

our vi~it to the city, the subject of deadly force also is raised in training 

contexts other than that specifically dedicated to the matter: 

Instruction relative to the use of force cannot be provided in . 

only a six hour block. Proper use of all aspects of force requires 

a positive attitude and bel ief that must penneate an officer's 

tra in i ng throughout an Academy. Therefore, our fi rearms course, 

Arrest/Control Class and Decision Making block cannot be separated 

from any discussion or instruction on the use of force. While 

proper technique is the major concern, students receive a constant . 
reinforcement on the proper and appropriate use of force throughout 

these courses. 

The olltl ine for the segment of the training on Force and Fi rearms: 

I~ora 1 arId Legal Aspects, Crimi na 1 and Ci vil L; abil ity starts wi th a segment 

on stress, discussing mdtters such as prejudice, anger, nervousness, and fear 
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a5 well as the "tough cop image." These characteristics combined with force 

are said to equal IItrouble." There is thereafter a discussion of some moral 

issues involved in th~ use of force and then a thorough review of the state

ment of the law on the use of deadly force. Again, as in other departments, 

there is some attempt to try to reduce the complexity of the decision to 

shoot-most frequently a split-second decision--down to some of the ingredi

ents that must feed into it. In San Jose, these are set out as: (l) the 

type of crime and suspect; (2) the threat to the 1 ives of innocent persons; 

(3) the environment; (4) the law and your own department's regulations; (5) 

the officer's capabilities; (6) the suspect's capabilities; and (7) the 

immediacy of the threat. The training is designed to have the student satis

factorily meet the performance objectives established by the State's Commis

sion on Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST). These include, as 

7.3.5: 

Given various word pictures or audio-visual presentations 

depicting situations where deadly force may be nec.essary, the 

student wi1l state whether to shoot or not to shoot. 

For some quixotic reason, the training materials also include a bit of 

pop sociology, so that we have a handout that alleges to identify "some 

tentative characteristics of police marriages. II It addresses two sets of 

major questions: First, lIif you couid live your life over, would you: (a) 

marry again?; (b) marry the same woman?; (c) delay getting married?; and (d) 

delay having children?" Then the handout asks: Ills Your Sex Life with Your 

Wife Satisfactory?h And the subinquiries are these: "(a) How often do you 

make love with your wife?; one time per week average; two times per week 

average; (b) Does your wifp. believe that you make love too infrequently?; (c) 

Have you had an affair i~ the la~t six months?; (d) Do you believe your mate 
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would like to have an affair?" 

We have neither the interest nor the competence to presume to second

guess definitively such materials, but want to comment upon them only as they 

effect our superordinate topic. It has only recently begun to be recognized 

in a significant way that there exists a very important relationship between 

the manner in·which an officer does his job, and particularly his remaining 

with the force, and the attitudes and behavior of his wife or girl friend(s). 

So we woul d not in any way derogate the importance of the subject. But we 

would mildly suggest that we find this particula~ handout ~nd the issues it 

addresses a bit more prur; ent than producti vee Perhaps the most genera 1 

comment that might be made in this context is that for all departments it may 

well be an excellent idea to review the training materials to make certain 

that satisfactory time and attention is being distributed among the topics 

addressed in terms of their importance to the policing function. 

There also is, in the training materials, a ~lear statement that is worth 

noting on Professional Demeanor as an attribute that may contribute to the 

avoidance of the use of force: 

An officer's demeanor should not be unnecessarily threatening 

nor militaristic. His demeanor should be adjusted to the situation. 

He should pay attention to where he places his hands, how he ges

tures, how he stands, what his clothes look like, what expression 

is on his face an.!J in his voice, and how he walks. Ideally, an 

officer's every movement should reinforce his purpose: to control 

conflict, not to escalate conflict. 

Operating Procedures. The San Jose Pol ice Department has a thorough 

statement in its manua 1 on the topi cs of the use of force, chemi ca 1 agents, 

batons, canines, deadly force and its reporting. The inclusion of these 
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diverse matters within the same bulletin may be a fine approach, since there 

is some highlighting of the fact, by inference, that canines may be employed 

in some situations in which deadly force otherwise might eventuate. Again, 

we find the strong and common stress on not firing at moving vehicles, with 

such shooting denoted as "one of the most uncertain and hazardous shooting 

conditions in police work, particularly when the officer is in a moving 

vehicle." 

The department also has detailed procedures that are to be invoked in 

the wake of a fatal shooti ng by an offi cere The authoriti es to be not; fi ed 

are specified. There also is a provision, one that we have seen used by most 

departments, for placing the officer or officers directly involved in the 
, 

shooting on administrative leave after the completion of their reports. Such 

leave in San Jose is for an undetermined period of time and is to be author

i zed by the Chi ef. The offi cer on such 1 eave has to keep the department 

notified of his whereabouts. This provision differs from that in a number 
. 

of other departments where the offi cer who has been i nvo 1 ved ina "death is 

temporari ly transferred to a different as s i gnment, genera lly i nvol vi ng jai 1 

or desk work, until the investigation of the event is completed • 
. 

The San Jose department also sets out specific rules on how information 

on the shooting is to be conveyed to the media: 

When notified, the Department member assigned as the Press Relations 

Officer is responsible for gathering information pertaining to the 

incident and will prepare a written press release detailing the 

c; rcumstances. The press rel ease wi 11 then be submitted to the 

Chief of Police (Assistant Chief of Police when Chief unavailable) 

for approval and distribution to the news media. 

The entire subject of media coverage of the use of lethal force by the 
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police and against the police is one that merits careful review. The subject 

always is a "hot" one and how it ;s handled may we}l determine at times 

whether subsequent violence erupts or how else the matter proceeds toward 

fair and proper reso~ution. 

The Administrative Leave approach to shootings is in accord with the 

recommendatio~s of the Department psychologist, who prepared the materials on 

"The Post-Killing Traumatic Incident Reaction in Law Enforcement Officers" 

that we include as Xllustration 5 on the following pages. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 5 HERE] 

Ad Hoc Report on Pol i ce Procedures. San Jose offers an opportunity to 

review some external examinations of police policies and procedures. In mid

May of 1972, an ad hoc committee submitted a report on its appraisal of police 

work in the city as set forth in the department's guidelines. The study, as 

is so often the case, was precipitated by "community tension," but, despite 

this pressure, the committee members wanted it· known that they had worked 

with "tireless dedication, objectivity, and open-mindedness." Among the 

"highest priority recommendations" of the Committee ~ere the call for a 

viable approach to settling citizen complaints fairly, based on the use of an 

ombudsman, citizen participants, and the police through a formal administra

tive hearing procedure. There also was a call for "a strongly implemented 

policy specifically limiting the conditions under which deadly force may be 

used" and for "steps to standardi ze weaponry and to end the pol icy of requi r

ing officers to purchase their own weapons. II 

The nine-page report of the Subcommittee on Weapons Policy was said to 

have "resulted from a careful analysis of the policies and practices of police 

departments of neighboring cities having problems si~ilar to San Jose" and to 

"refl ect the fears and demands expressed repeatedly by citi zens at community 
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Illus tratj,on 5 

THE POST-KILLING TRAUMATIC. INCIDE~T REACTION 
1:1 LAW ENFORCEMEi~T OFF! CERS 

Ar~ EXAi'1PLE OF A TRANSIENT SITUATIONAL DI30RDER: EASY TO 
ALLEVIATE IF DEALT WITH CORRECTLY. 

FOR MANY NEW, AND SOME EXPERIENCED OFFICERS, THE CONFRON
T AT ION BETWEEN THE OFF ICE R AND AN AR~lED FELON THAT 
RESULTS IN THE DEATH OF THE FELON IS THE ULTIMATE 
SEDUCTION OE POLICE WORK. (HERO STATUS) 

THE HERO MYTH RESULTS FROM f·'OVIES J T,V.) OUR CULTURAL 
HERITAGE (COHBOY), A~D [10$T H1PORJANTLY THE IMPLICIT 
VALUES DERIVED FROM WAR STORIES TOLU IN THE LOCKER ROOM 

, f\ND IN POLICE BARS, 

GENESIS OF THE POST-KILLING REACTION IS THE EMOTIONALLY 
. PERCEIVED DISCONTINUITY BET\a/EEN THE OFFICER'S EXPECTATIONS 

ABOUT THE SHOOTING) N:ill THE REALITY: 

1) EXPECTATIONS: HERO ~lYTH, f'IAN- TO-~1AN 
CONFRONTATION 

. 2) REALITY: (CASE STUDIES) NOT USUALLY A 
uHEROICu SITUATION) IN FACT IT'S OFTEN A 
LOPSIDED CONTEST 

* IF AN OFFICER OR CITIZEN IS INJURED THERE IS LESS 
PROBABILITY OF THESE REACTIONS, 

MI~E ROB~RTs, PH,D ~ SAN JOSE POLICE DEPT, (408) 277-4077 
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Illustration 5 (continued) 

FREQUENT REACTIONS 

1) SENSORY DISTORTION (E. G.) TIf'1E SLOWS DOWN) 
2) FLASHBACKS 
3) FEAR OF INSANITY (BECAUSE OF 1 AND 2) 
4) ~SORROW OVER DEPRIVING PERSON OF LIFE 
5) CRY I NG (USUALLY OUTS I DE POLl CE EI~VI RONf1ENT) 
6) tlGRASPING FOR LIFE" 
7) PARANOID ABOUT ASSHOLES "EVENING THE SCORE" 

SUGGESTED CHANGES IN TRAINING/DEPARTMENT POLICY 

1) SHORT TERM (SEVERAL DAYS MINIMUM) MANDATORY; 
PA ID,. ADMI NISTRATIVE LEAVE 

2) SUPERVISORY AND/OR PEER COUN£ELING WITH 
OFFICER 

3) VOLUNTARY; CONFIDENTIAL) FREE; COUNSELING 
WITH PSYCHOTHERAP I ST (SHORT TER~1) 

4) RECRUIT AND SUPERVISORY TRAINING <INOCULATION) 
(YOUNGER OFFICER) TEMPTATION TO COOPERATE WITH 
HIS NEW uJACKETu 

MIKE ROBERTS) PH.D. - SAN JOSE POLICE DEPT. (4G8) 277-4077 
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meetings held by the Committee. II 

The Corrani+.tee specifically objected to the presence in the San Jose 

Police Department of the authorized right to use a weapon for purposes of 

warning a suspect. The Committee enunciated the general position that "it 

should be made clear by means of policy statements and training that the use 

of deadly force is justifiable only as a means of preserving life." 

The report also noted that a POST inquiry had ascertained that approxi

mately ten different kinds of guns were currently in use by officers ;n the 

San Jose Department. Service revolvers, off-duty revolvers, and other weapons 

had not been standardized by departmental rules (note, in this connection, the 

very deta i1 ed i temi zati on of author; zed weapons in the operating procedures 

of the Denver department to whi ch we have referred earl; er). It shaul d be 

noted here that one of the concerns of many contemporary police officials is 

that some offi cers carry two weapons, one standard issue, the other thei r 

own. How often, if ever, the second weapon ; s "pl anted" on a suspect foll ow

ing a fatal shooting ;s not 1 ;kely to be known ever, but the presence of 

such a second weapon makes such a situati on possi bl e. We were tal d, for 
• 

instance, of the practice of one officer in one eastern state of carrying a 

vis;'ble but empty revolver of his own, and virtually taunting a suspect under 

his control into seizing it, in order to justify retaliatory force with use 

of a concealed service revolver. Such stories, apocryphal or not, jeopardize 

public confidence in police performance. 

The report concluded with a tabular comparison of regulations regarding 

ammunition, the shooting of fleeing felons, shooting at moving vehicles, types 

of service revolvers, and prohibited equipment in San Jose, Berkeley, Oakland, 

and San Francisco, as well as the Committee recommendations on these matters. 

Perhaps most notable were the striking variations among the departments, 
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even though many of the items flowed quite directly from state statutes. 

Many of the recommendat ions of the ad hoc committee found thei r way over 

the next years into the operating policy of the San Jose Department. As far 

as we know, the stri cture on the fi ri ng of warni ng shots di d not, however, 

gain acceptance. 

Shooting"Incidents. We were able to obtain from the officials in San 

Jose a detailed breakdown of officer-involved shootings for the period from 

1976 to 1979. These we have arranged in tabular form in Table 18. 

[INSERT TABLE 18 HERE] 

Again it can be noted that the number of killings is relatively small, 

so that the increase from one death in 1976 and 1977, and no such fatalities 

in 1978, to three in 1979 represents a very large percentage increase on the 

basi s of 1 ess than a handful of events. The fi ve k i 11 i ngs in the four-year 

period is the lowest of all cities that we have examined so far, with the 

exception of Honolulu. 

Also noteworthy is the fact that over these years there are reports of a 

total of seven warning shots fired. 

It is interesting that in- San Jose there are almost three times as many 

w?undings as fatalities. In San Diego (Table 3, p. 43) there were only a few 

more woundings over the years than there had been killings. How such figures 

might be interpreted would, of course, depend upon much more detailed examin-
• 

ation of their diverse ingredients. It certainly seems that one hypothesis 

that might be advanced--though again it could be far-fetched--is that the 

use of warning shots may in some way be related to the quite low number of 

fatalities in San Jose. It is an intriguing hypothesis that we would by no 

means wish to push too far. Its implicit reasoning might be that a warning 

shot breaks up the potentially deadly confrontation. But much more evidence 

woul d be necessary to support a cone 1 us; on that var; E\S so dramat; ca 11y from 
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1978 

1979 
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TABLE 18 

Officer-Involved Shooting in San Jose: 1976-1979 

Fatalities 

.. 
Totals 

1 

1 

o 
3 

5 

Woundings 

3 

5 

2 

3 

13 

Warnings 

2 

o 
3 

2 

7 

Other Shots 

4 

3 

3 

5 

15 

Total 

10 

9 

8 

13 

40 

-~ --- ~ - ~-~--------' 
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general police wisdom. 

KANSAS C ITV 

Kansas City, Missouri, is, like St. Louis, a midwestRrn metropolitan 

city. It has a population of approximately half a million persons, and about 

one police officer for each 400 persons within the jurisdiction. The violent 

crime rate is" relatively high--14th in the nation. The city itself is the 

26th largest in the United States. A sheet showing the distribution of 

offi cers by race and sex i ndi cates that bl acks occupy some rel at; vely hi gh 
. 

offices in the department, despite their underrepresentation in the department 

in general (that is, in terms of the number of persons of the racial group in 

the community). Kansas City has one bl ack lieutenant colonel on the force, 

who is in charge of the technical support bureau, two black majors, one of 

whom commands the central patrol division, and five black captains. 

Fi rearms Pol icy. Current fi rearms pol icy for the Kansas Ci ty Pol ice 

Department is contained in General Orders 75-44 and 76-44A which were issued 

in July of 1978. The aim of the General Orders was to provide a single source 

of reference for all department members as to the authorization, discharge 

and carrying of firearms. The orders also include a modification statement 

in regard to the Firearms Review Panel. 

The Policy statement is worth noting in full because, while it contains 

much repetition of material that is now famil iar to readers of this report, 

some of the wording and emphases are distinctive, and the encapsulation of 

the situation is interesting: 

An off; cer is issued a fi rearm to defend himse1 f or others 

against deadly force, or the threat of imminent deadly force. 

However, when a firearm is used by an officer, it must be with the 
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realization that the death of some person may occur. Justification 

for the use of an officer's firearm is limited to facts known to the 

officer or perceived by an officer at the time he decides to shoot. 

Facts unknown to the officer cannot be considered in later deter

mining justification of the shooting. 

An offi cer may use deadly force when it appears necessary 

to protect himself or others from what reasonably appears as an 

immediate threat of great bodily harm or imminent peril of 

death. 

The Firearms Review Panel will review situations when a fire

arm has been discharged by an officer, whether intentionally or 

accidentally. The panel will also review cases where an officer 

has been fired upon as well as compile statistics on incidents when 

firearms have been discharged. This is to aid the department in 

the continuing evaluatIon of policy, procedure, and training. 

It is recogni zed that the events surround; ng a shooti ng can 

cause a large amount of psychological stress. To help alleviate 

this stress, a psychologist will be available to any department 

member who has be~n involved in a shooting incident. 

The Orders proceed to set down an array of policies that are similar to 

those found in one or several of the departments whose gui de 1 i nes we have 

reviewed- so far. Among the variant items is l(c) which specifies that offi

cers who are assigned to any department element or special assignment where 

thei r offi ci a 1 duti es may requi re that they carry a fi rearm other than one 

of those authori zed by the department must rece; ve pri or wri tten approval 

from their bureau or division commanders to carry s~ch a firearm. 

Carrying weapons off:-duty is lIencouraged" for Kansas City officers but is 
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"at the option of the officer." Any officer who elects not to carry a firearm 

while off-duty shall not be subjected to disciplinary action if an occasion 

should arise in which he could have taken action but did not do so because he 

was unarmed. On the other hand, off-duty off;c~rs must carry approved fire

arms, even if off-duty, if they are operating department vehicles. If a 

firearm is ca~ried while off-duty, it must be a department-approved revolver. 

The value of the Kanses City rule, the first of its kind we have so far 

encountered in this review, might well be worth scrutiny. How many officers 

do and how many do not carry weapons off-duty, and under what conditi ons do 

some of them sometimes carry guns and other times not when they are off-duty? 

And, of course, we would want to know what discernible consequences for var

ious aspects of law enfor'cement, including use of deadly force, the policy 

mi ght have. It ~ s noteworthy that the Kansas Ci ty order speci fi cally recom

mends that offi cers not. carry weapons if they anti ci pate that they will be 

consuming alcoholic beverages. 

Under the heading of condic;ons where an officer is prohibited from 

discharging a firearm, the Kansas City department leads off with a provision 

that is ei ther not found or not stressed in the other units we have looked 

at. The fi rst condi t ion is: "\~hen it appears 1 ike ly that an innocent person 

will be hit." Kansas City prohibits warning shots, and explicitly forpids 

firing at a suspect (or suspects) who are holding hostages. The guidelines, 

in addition, emphasize that ~Ian officer should res(Jlve any doubt in his mind 

aga i nst the use of a fi rearm pri or to the shoot; ng. II The 1 ast paragraph of 

the rules for firearm use notes: 

In summary, every possible consideration should be taken prior to 

the use of a firearm, and if an officer believes that under existing 

condit ions he shoul d not use a fi rearm to apprehend a fe' on, he 

.. 
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will not be criticized or disciplined for this decision and his 

d~cision to employ every other means to effect an arrest. 

Kansas City also has the officer notify the dispatcher in the event of 

the discharge of a firearm. The dispatcher is obligated to notify at once 

the Internal Affairs Division of the department in addition to other units. 

Finally, the 13-page document containing the Orders, after setting forth 

in considerable detail the composition and assignment of the Firearms Review 

Panel, incl udes a note that the document ;s to be posted on all bulletin boards 

for one week. In addition, all personnel are obligated to sign and date the 

fo 11 owi ng statement at the end: II I have read the above order and understand 

it. 1I 

Citizen Complaints. Kansas City's police department has a considerable 

amount of material relating to citizen complaints that likely reflects some 

careful attention to this particular issue. There is, for instance, a pocket

sized brochure that is very well printed and sets forward in simple language 

some reasons for c i ti zen compl a i nts and how to go about fi 1 i ng such com

plaints. It is noted on one page, for instance: 

Responsible, concerned citizens may file complaints at the 

Office of Citizen Complaints in the Argyle Building during business 

hours. Ci ti zens may a 1 so make compl ai nts at thei r nearest pol ice 

station. Station personnel are available co help you file your 

complaint. The completed form, of \'1hich you receive a carbon copy, 

;s forwarded to the Internal Affairs Division for a complete and 

thorough investigation. A letter stating the final disposition 

will be sent to you. 

The Office of Citizen Complaints is authorized to take com

plaints in the following categories: 
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(1) Unnecessary or Excessive Use of Force 

(2) Abuse of Authority 

(3) Discourtesy 

(4 ) Ethnic Slurs 

(5) Missing Property 

.. (6) Harassment -
(7 ) Improper Operational Procedures 

(8) Improper Conduct 

(9) Inadequate Police Service 

(10) Civil Rights Violations 

The back page of the pamphlet provides addresses and telephone numbers 

for the different police divisions and for the Office of Citizen Complaints. 

The Kansas City Police Department itself issued a general order in 1980 

to "instruct department members in their responsibility to encourage citizens 

to bring forward legitimate complaints" and to "outline the member's respon- ' 

sibility to cooperate with processing and investigating activities." It is 

noted that the recommendati ons of the Di rector of the Offi ce of Ci ti zen 

Complaints is advisory only and that the Chief has the final say on the action 

to be taken in regard to complaints. 

The 1978 report of the Office noted that there were 442 complaints during 

the year. The largest number in any single category fell into the section 

labeled "unnecessary or excessive use of force," which had 127 complaints. 

About nine percent of the complaints were "substantiated" in the eyes of the 

Office. The complaints resulted in no termin!tions of officers, but did 

incl ude three suspensions of six days apiece, 16 instances of letters of 

reprimand, and 11 instances of verbal counseling. There was one resignation 

in the face of a charge of misconduct. 
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The thoroughness of the procedures and the detail provided in the reports 

makes the Office of Citizen Complaints in Kansas City an interesting arrange

ment in termS of its possible influence on police, particularly in regard to 

matters of deadly force usage. 

Internal Affairs Division. The 54-page Duty Manual of the Kansas City 

Police Department Internal Affairs Division, dated November; 1978--bearing a 

triangular logo in the middle with the letters lAO and their written-out 

version on each side of the triangle: Integrity, Allegiance, Dedication-

conta i ns a comprehensi ve secti on on the investi gati ons of shoot; ngs. Thi s 

portion of the document might well be of use for other pol ice departments 

around the nation, and we have included it in its entirety as Illustrati~n 6. 

Tlte material also includes a statement on investigations for the Discharge of 

Firearms. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 6 HERE] 

Liability. Tpe Department also has an extremely comprehensive document 

on liability and the law enforcement officer, which forms part of a cour~s of 

instruction. T.he aim of the materials is 5B.id to be to fami1iari~e officers 

of law enforcement agencies with the impact of liability upon the performance 

of their duties. Three pages are devoted to issues bearing on the use of 

deadly force. They set forth half a dozen instances of high liability awards 

throughout the country in order to raise the awareness of the officers about 

some of the risks they might run. Thus: 

A New York City probationary patrolman had completed five 

lessons of a 16-1esson course on the care and handling of firearms. 

While at home, off-duty, the trainee was attempting to clean his 

weapon. It di scharged and injured hi s wi fe who sued the city for 

money damages. The cour't held that cleaning and handling the gun 
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11 ~ ustrati on 6 

SHOOTING INVESTIGATIONS 

1. I nt roduct ion 

A. The Internal Affairs Divis~on will investigate all shootings 

in which an officer has shot someone, or in which an officer 

has been shot and has discharged his firearm. 

1. The Crimes Against Persons Unit is responsible for the 

criminal investigation in these incidents. 

a. The Internal Affairs Division will be responsible 

for obtaining information which the Crimes Against 

Persons Unit criminal investigation might not reflect. 

(Outlined below) 

b. The Internal Affairs Division's investigation will 

not interfere with the Crimes· Against Persons Unit's 

investigation. 

2. The Internal Affairs Division is responsible for informing 

the Chief of Police or his designee as to what occurred 

as soon as possible. 

a. A memorandum containing a brief outline and informative 

resume of the chain of events will be forwarded to the 

Chief of'Police or his designee as soon as possible. 

II. Assignment of Investigation 

A. If the shooting occurs during normal duty hours, an investigative 

supervisor will assign the investigation to an investigator. 
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Illustration 6 (continued) 

B. If the shooting occurs after normal duty hours, the investigative 

supervisor designated as the Internal Affairs Duty Officer will 

be responsible for assigning an investigator to conduct the invest

igation. (See Duty Officer responsibilities.) 

C. The police dispatcher is responsible for notifying the Internal 

Affairs Division or the Internal Affairs Division Duty Officer 

of all shooting incidents involving officers. 

III. Method of Investigation 

A Shooting scene investigation. 

1. The Investigator will, when possible, respond to the shooting 

scene and interview the officer/s involved. 

a. If officer/s involved have left the scene, they 

win, be contacted as soon as possible. 

2. The following will be determined by interview of the 

officer/s, witness officer/s, or other witnesses at the 

scene: 

a. The events which resulted in the shooting. 

b. The position from which the officer was flring. 

(1 ) Standing, kneeling, prone, etc. 

(2) One-handed, two-handed, etc. 

(3) Running, walking, stationary, etc. 

(4) Direction of fire. 

(5 ) How many shots fired. 

3. Determine if anything struck, other than persons. 



129 

Illustration 6 (continued) 

. B. Examination of Firearm 

1. A firearm which has been discharged by an officer will be 

exami ned for: 

a. The condition of the w~apon. 

"b. Make, model, caliber and serial number. 

c. Determine if police department firearm or personal 

firearm. 

d. Type of ammunition used. 

e. Number of shots fired from firearm. 

C. Examination of the injured person or officer 

1. Determine extent of i njur·y. 

2. Describe the injury. 

3. If bullet did not exit body, make arrangements with 

surgeon or coroner for safeguarding for evidence. 

(If not accomplished by Crimes Against Persons Unit) 

D. Obtain Evidence 

'1. Take possession Of all evidence. 

a. Real evidence. 

b. Take photographs. 

(If not accomplished by Crimes Against Persons Unit) 

E. Interview of Subject Officer and Witnesses 

l~ Take supplemental statements from officer/s involved and 

witnesses if pertinent information was omitted from the 

statement taken by the Crimes Against Persons Unit. 

a. By dictation to typist. , 

b. By handwriting the statement. 

\ 
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Illustration 6 (continued) 

c. By tape recorder. 

(Only with permission of supervisor if witness ;s 

civilian and only when witness appears to be reliable 

and will be available to sign the statement after it 

has been transcribed.) 

F. A detailed diagram of the scene reflecting the direction of 

fire and other pertinent infor'mation will be made. 

G. Additional investigation 

1. Edit the recording tapes, when applicable, at the 

Communications Unit, and exhibit excerpts from the tapes 

in form of a memorandum. 

IV. Composition of the Investigation 

A. All information regarding the investigation will be documented 

and typed in duplicate. 

1. Statement. 

2. Memorandum. 

3. Supportive documents, police reports, etc. 

B. All documents prepared by the Internal Affairs Division will 

be placed in an investigative file in logical sequence. 

C. All documents prepared by the Internal Affairs Division will 

be refl ected ; n a "Tabl e of Contents, II whi ch wi 11 preface the 

investigative file and serve as an Index. 

D. Supportive documents will be listed ;n the table of contents and 

will be attached to the investigative file. 

E. All documents in the file will have the Control Number placed 

in the upper right-hand corner. 
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Illustration 6 (continued) 

V. Submitting the Investigation 

A. A file containing the original copy of each document will 

be submitted to the investigative supervisor for review. 

1. The investigative supervisor will submit the file to 

• the Commanding Officer for ffnal review. 

2. The Commanding Officer will submit the file to the 

Chief of Police or his designee. 

a. An endorsement page will accompany the file. 

b. The file will be submitted as soon as practicable. 

B. A file containing the carbon copies of each document will be 

submitted to the clerical assistant. 

1. This file will not leave the office of the Internal 

Affairs Division. 

2. It will contain a copy of each do~ument in the original 

file. 

DISCHARGE OF FIREARM INVESTIGATIONS 

I. Introduction 

A. The Internal Affairs Division will investigate Discharge of 

Firearms by officers, including off-duty and accidental 

situations, exc1ud1ng firearms training or competition. 

Incidents involving neutralyzing dangerous or wounded animals 

will be investigated at the discretion of the Internal Affairs 

Division Commander. 

B. The dispatcher will notify th~ Internal Affairs Division of 

all Discharge of Firearms by officers •. 
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Illustration 6 (continued) 

II. Assignment of the Investigation 

A. If the Discharge of Firearm occurs during normal duty hours, 

an investigative supervisor will assign the investigation 

to an investigator. 

B. If the Discharge of Firearms occurs at an hour other than 

normal duty hours, the investigative supervisor designated as 

the Duty Officer will be responsible for assigning an investi-

gator to conduct the investigation. (See Duty Officer instructions.) 

III. Method of Investigation 

A. Investigation at the scene 

1~ The Internal Affairs investigator will respond to the 

scene of the Discharge of Firearm. 

2. The officer involved will be interviewed to determine 

the following: 

a. The events which resulted in the Discharge of Firearm. 

b. The direction in which the officer discharged the 

firearm. 

(1) Were there persons in the line of fire. 

(2) What physical barriers were in the line of fire. 

(3) The number of shots fired. 

(4) The position the officer used, kneeling, standing, 

prone, etc. 

(a) Also, if walking, running or stationary at 

the time of the discharge. 
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Illustration 6 (continued) 

B. Examination of firearm 

1. A firearm which has been discharged by an officer will 

be examined for: 

.. a. The condition of the weapon • 

b. Make. model, caliber and serial number. 

c. Determine if the weapon is a police department firearm 

or personal firearm. 

d. Type of ammunition used. 

e. Number of shots fired from firearm. 

C. Interview of subject officer and witnesses 

(at discretion of the investigator) 

1. Take thorough objective statement. 

a. By dictation to typist. 

b. By handwriting the statement. 

c. By tape recorder 

(only with permission of supervisor if witness is 

civilian and only when witness aopears to be reliable 

and will be available to sign the statement after 

it has been transcribed.) 

D. Obtain evidence 

1. Take possess i on of a 11 evi dence 

a. Real evidence (excluding empty shell casings and 

evidence obtained by investigative personnel). 

b. Take photographs 
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Illustra~ion 6 (continued) 

E. A detailed diagram of the scene reflecting the direction 

of fire and other pertinent information will be made. 

F. Additional investigation 

1. Edit the recording tapes, when applicable, at the Com

munications Unit, and exhibit excerpts from the tapes 

in form of a memorandum. 

IV. Composition of the Investigation 

A. All information regarding the investigation will be docu

mented and typed in duplicate. 

1. Statement 

2. Memorandum 

3. Supportive documents, police reports, etc. 

B. All documents prepared by the Internal Affairs Division will 

be placed in an investigative file in logical sequence. 

C. All documents prepared by the Internal Affairs Division will 

be reflected in a "Table of Contents,1I which will preface the 

investigative file and serve as an index. 

D. Supportive documents will be listed in the table of contents 

and will be attached to the investigative file. 

E. All documents in the file will have the Control Number placed 

in the upper right-hand corner. 

V. Submitting the Investigation 

A. A file containing the original copy of each document will be 

submitted to the investigative supervisor for review. 



135 

Illustration 6 (continued) 

1. The investigative supervisor will submit the file to the 

Commanding Officer for final review. 

2. The Commanding Officer will submit the file to the 

Chief of Police or his designee. 

·a. An endorsement page will accompany the file. 

B. A file containing the carbon copies of each document will be 

submitted to the clerical assistant. 

1. This file will not leave the office of the Internal 

Affairs Division. 

2. It will contain a copy of each document in the 

or; gi na 1 fil e. 
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before completing the basic firearms course constituted negligence 

on the part of the officer (and therefore his employer). In this 

case, the act of cleaning the gun was held to be within the scope 

of the officer's duties and the doctrine of respondent superior was 

applicable to impute liability to the city. The court said that an 

employp.r who requires an employee to perform acts with a dangerous 

in~trumentality has the duty to ascertain the employee's qualifica

ti ons before entrusti ng h 1m wi th the i nstrumenta 1 ity. Hacker v. 

City of New York, 46 Misc. 2d 1003, 261 N.Y.S. 2d 751 (1965), 

reversed on other grounds, 275 N. Y.S. 2d 146. 

The materials include some catch phrases that it is hoped will be im

pressed upon the off; cers. For exampl e: "Once f1 red, no power can bri ng a 

bullet back ••• only the shooter can determine its mission,1I and lIonly he can 

control its direction. 1I It is further noted that "there is a psychological 

feel ing on the part of the officer anytime he becomes involved in a chase. 

either on foot or in a vehicle. II This feel ing is said to be such that, if 

it appears that the suspect is about to get away, it becomes "very tempting 
I 

to use the revolver to halt f1ight. 1I Under such circumstances, the officer 

may we11 forget the reason he is chasing the suspect, and IIbecome highly emo

tional and involved." Then there is the advice: "If you do discharge tour 

weapon, hit what you aim at .. II .d.nd finally: "When in doubt, don't shoot." 

Training Materials. The training regimen on the use of 1ethal force is 

part of the fi rearms segment for the recruits to the Kansas Ci ty Pol ice 

Department. The training curriculum takes up to 640 hours. The fireanns 

segment occupi ~s 90 of these hours, but the sub-category of II when not to 

shoot ll has but two hours~ compared, for instance, to 12 hours of training on 

the use of shotguns, and some 25 hours of i nstructi on in the use of the 
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breathalyzer. It seems to us that the importance of deadly force may be 

underemphasized given the amount of attention devoted to the subject, but we . 
more than appreciate the enormous competing d~nlands on training time. \.,Ie 

woul d very tentati vely render the judgment that one of the reasons that 

deadly force consistently receives what might well be regarded as a very 

small amount c:f time is that there has not yet been developed adequate i n

structional resources and techniques by means of which the subject can be 

handled more extensively and intensively without repetition, in a manner 

that keeps the tra i nees I interest and at the same time instructs them i 11 a 

useful manner. The need for a very sophisticated repertoire of training 

materials on deadly force, it appears to us, might well become a high prior .. 

ity of national police groups. 

In Kansas City, officers are given a 27-page document titled "When Not 

to Shoot" during the training period. It begins with a recital of the in

crease in the number of civil suits filed agaiRst police officers and the 

increase in judgments rendered against them. It is noted (but crossed out 

• in our copy of the document) that with the "probable loss of sovereign immun

ity this year, this number will probably increase." Presumably sovereign 

immunity survived for at least another year, but the point is well made for 

other jurisdictions and probably sooner or later for Kansas City as well, as 

courts increasingly declare that the barriers to civil suits against govern

mental entities have been tdo restrictive. The document points out that a 

lost civil suit could mean: (1) financial ruin; (2) loss of employment; 

(3) imprisonment; and (4) personal embarrassment. This blatant appeal to 

personal and financial self-interest to restrain um'l'arranted use of deadly 

force is unique among the documents we, have surveyed so far. It would be 

interesting to try to determine its particular effectiveness as compared to 

more authoritarian or more moral approaches to the same goal. 
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fhe documents also include a number of clippings reporting on court rul

ings about civil cases, as wel·l as a piece from the Kansas City Times relating 

that, according to a federal Justi ce Department announcement, a surburban 

St. Louis police sergeant had been indicted (in November 1972) by a federal 

grand jury on a charge of shooting a black youth in the leg. 

The document also features a ful1 page on the issue of "Morality." It 

is worth detailing in full: 

Every instance where the law or police regulations outline the 

circumstances under which an officer may use a firearm, in none is 

it said the officer ~ use the firearm. It is always mal use 
., 

fi rearms. 

We have been talking at considerable 1ength about the legality 

of the use of fi rearms by an off; cer. I think we should di scuss, 

at least briefly, the moral issues involved. 

Earlier we said that if you have any doubt, don't shoot. You 

must be able to justify to yourself the taking of a human life. 

Th; sis an act you wi 11 have to live wi th the rest of your 1 i fee 

You should realize that it is an act that affects not only your 

1 He, but many other persons. It coul d affect your fam1ly. By' 

this, r mean there is the possibil ity that if you cannot justify 

the act to yourse1f, it could affect your family. (Irritability .. -

illegal consequences would affect family.) 

Of course, the vi ct im of your act may have a fami1y .. -wi fe, 

children, mother, father--who will also be affected. 

I mentioned that no offL.:er win be criticized by his depart

ment or his superiors if, in good faith, he does not use his firearm 

to prevent the escape of a suspect who is fleeing fro:n him. There 

is not proof of manhood in taking a human 1ife. 
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We have seen a growing trend for some time against the death 

penalty, which has finally resulted in a Supreme Court decision 

declaring it unconstitutional. This trend has be€ln reflected in 

many court decisions. Police officers are not public executioners 

and it is felt by many that they have no right to take a life, 

exce.pt to defend themse 1 ves or another. Even pri or to the recent 

cOIJrt decision, the death penalty was not attached to burglary, 

1 arceny, auto theft, etc. 

Further materials on the use of deadly force include a two-page train

ing bulletin from the Regional Center for Criminal Justice, Regional Training 

Academy, on the subject of When Not to Shoot. It;s noted that "in the use 

of f'lrearms, police officers assume the role of the judge, jury, and execu

tioner." It al so is observed that "the use of deadly force for pol ice officers 

may act as a catalyst in producing riots, disturbances, and extreme community 

tension. Thus, the community itself mandates tt\e utmost caution in the use 

of firearms for police officers." Finally, the bulletin offers a case for 

discussion. It appears under the title: "What Would You 001" 

At 1330 hours you receive a call on a hold-up in progress at 

1725 Troost. Upon your arrival to the location, you observe a man 

running From the store with a weapon trained on another individual. 

The man with the weap~n quickly identi fies himsel f to you as the 

store owner and informs you that the man running down the street and 

party he is holding have just held him up_ You warn the individual 

fleeing to halt, but he continues to run. Woul::! you shoot? If so, 

have you considered? 

a. That it might not have b~en a robbery but rather a Shoplifting 

or larceny-theft from building. ~any times victi~s of crimes 

are not aware of proper crime claSsifications. 
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b. One party is in custody. It is possible that information can 

be gained from the party in custody as to the identity of his . 
accomplice. This could allow apprehension of the other party 

at a later time. 

Revol vers aD,d E,>::eL!!:!E.. Off-Duty Emp10yment. There are two items that 

the Kansas City Police Department possesses that seem worth a moment's atten

tion. The first ;s a printed 33-page document an Revolver Retention. It is 

prepared by the Regional Training Academy of the Regional Center for Criminal 

Justice and copyrighted by the Kansas City Department. With great sophisti

cation it sets forth techniques by which officers can keep their weapons 

secure. The reason for such training is set forth in the introduction: 

Incidents of police officers being shot with their own service 

revolvers have increased tremendously in the last few years in the 

United States. Recent F.B.1. figures indicate that in 1975, one 

hundred twenti-eight (128) law enforcement officers were slain in 

the United States. Twenty~six, or 20.3 percent of these officers, 

Were killed with their own handguns • . 
The Department also has two forms for eye test i ng that appear to us to 

be very thorough, and it may be that they can in some ways relate to visual 

acuity that in turn coul d rel ate to deadly force usage. We i ncl ude these 

forms as I1lustrations 7 and 8 on the following pages. Finally, the Depart

ment has.a rather thorough form which an officer is expected to file detail

ing :l.llY employment during off~duty periods. Among other questions, it 

asks whether the employment will involve wearing a police uniform, how 

many hours will be worked, a brief description of duties, and rate of'pay. 

The officer is required to file another form if any of the re1evant informa

tion changes, and, under any conditions, a new application for outside work 
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approval must be submitted each January 15. Thi s procedure would appear to 

a 11 ow the department some control over permi tt i ng off; cers off-duty to be 

engaged in situations in which deadly force events might, in terms of statis

tical likelihood, be more likely to occur than the Dep,artment is willing to 

allow. The form is inclUded as Illustration 9. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATIONS 7,8,9 HERE] 

Firearms Discharges. For Kansas City, we did not obtain statistical 

data on the consequences of lethal force, though we did get 'a tabulation of 

firearm discharge figures for the period of January 1 through December 31, 

1979. Of 18 discharges of firearms for the year, six occurred between 0800 

and 1600,' four from 1600 to 2400, and eight from 2400 to 0800. In essence, 

then, as might be expected, it is during the dark hours from midnight to 

early morning that most shootings take place. 

By monthly categori es, the numbers break down thi s l'Iay; January through 

March, four di scharges; April through June, se~en di scharges; July through 

September, one discharge; and October through December, five discharges. As 

in San Diego (Table 4, p. 45), the heaviest activity by far is during the 

initial six months of the year. Finally, Tn Kansas City, 67 percent of the 

discharges resulted in no injury; 11 percent (two discharges) in death; 17 

percent (three discharges) in an injury; and 5.5 percent (or one discharge) 

in the injury of a bystander. The two deaths for the single year place Kansas 

City ab~ut even with Miami., .and in the lower tier of cities for such events. 

But we have only 1979 for this calculation, which makes it a very uncertain 

basis for g~nera', ,zation. 

The Kansas City annual report, 1; ke that for Mi ami) i ncl udes a roster 

of officers killed in the line of duty during the history of the department. 

For 11; ami there had been 24 off; cers kill ed in the per; ad between 1915 and 
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142 Re: _______________ __ 

Illustration 7 Date: ______________ __ 

VISION REFERRAL SHEET 

TO: Dr. Rolfe Becker, M.D., Police Ophthalmologist 
6 i24 Troost I KansCls City, Hissouri 
Suite 804 
Phone: 363-3363 

FROM: Kansas Cl.ty I Missouri Police Department 

APPOINTMENT: 
Time: ___ . _____________ _ 

Date: ____ ---------------------------

Oear Sir: 

This is to advise that the above subject has shown a visual deficiency on the 
pre-employment visual acuity screenin~ test. 

The above subject is referred to you because the deficiencies listed below were 
indicated on our screening test. 

Far P9int Vision: Right Eye _____ _ Left Eye _____ _ 
Corrected: Right Eye _____ _ Left Eye _____ _ 

Near Point Vision~ 
Both Eyes _______________________________ _ 

Corrected: 
Both Eyes _______________________________ _ 

Depth Perception: ________________________________________________ ___ 
Color Discrimination: ______________________________________________ ___ 
Other Deficiencies: __________________________________________________ ___ 

Commanding, Personnel Division 
-----~---------------------~--~-~--~-~--

FROM: Dr. Rolfe Becker Date: ______________ _ 

. 
Examination results of the above named applicant are as follows: 

Far Point Vision: Right Eye ________ Left Eye __ _ 
Corrected: Right Eye' Left Eye _____ _ 

Near Point Vision: 
Both Eyes ______________________________ ___ 

Corrected: 
Both Eyes _________________________ __ 

Depth Perception: 
Other Deficiencies: 

Recommendation: Qualified ________ __ Not Qualified ____ _ 

Examined by: ________________________ __ 

Form 207 P.O. (Rev. 9-78) 
Police Ophthalmologist 
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IllllS tra tian 9 

EMPLOYEE REQUEST TO ENGAGE IN 
_EMP.:.;;;..;L;;.;O;;.;;\'ME;.;.,;;;;;.N'1' __ ...;D_U~R;.;;;IN_G;;...;;O;.;;"F.;...F .... -D;.,;UI'Y;..;:..;;;....;;.;l?E-.;,;;R!.QJ2L 

~ame ____ ~ ________ ~~ __________________ ~ ____ ~Assignment ____________________________ __ 

Last First Initial 

Rank: ________________ ----------_________ Is this an original application? ______________ __ 
Is this a renewa: application? ________________ __ 

The following information regarding your prospective employment must be filled in completely. 

Employing Firm: ______ ~--__ --__ ------__ ----________ ___ Telephone No. ____________________ _ 

Address: _______________ --__________________ Type of Business: __________________________ ___ 

Name of Prospeetive SuEerior: ______________________________________________________ . ____ __ 

Position Applied Fo~~: __ --------.---------------------------------------------------------
Brief Desc~iption of Duties:~ __ ~ __________ ~ ________________________ ~ ______________ ~ 

Does this position r~~ire you to 'be in uniform or civilian elothing? __________ _ 

No. of Hours to be WOE~ed Each Day: __________________ No. of Days per Week: ______________ _ 

- 'ployment will extend from:~ ______________________ __ to: 
--------------------------------Date Date 

Appro~imate hourly rate of pay to be received? ________________________________________ ~ 

Remarks: ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 

I certify that the foregoing answers are true and correct, and that in the event of any change 
in employment plans ! will promptly notify my commanding officer of ~ employment status by 
submitting the required information to him on this form. It is further understood that I will 
not accept employment with any firm other than the aforementioned prior to filing a request 
for off-duty employment with my commanding officer. I acknowledge my responsibility not to 
accept off-duty employment until such time as I have received proper approval. ! authorize 
my commanding officer or other official Department representative to contact my off-duty 
employer at any time to check my off-duty work record. 

Officers who are engaged in regular off-duty employment must submit a new application each 
year by January 15. 
Signature _________________________________________________ Date ______________________ ___ 

Commanding Officer __________________________________________ Approved ____ Disapproved ____ __ 

Division Commander _________________________________________ 
Date

. _________________________ __ 

Form 2 (Itev. 11-68) 

I 

--~-~~~ .. ~ 
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1971, or about 1.5 officer killings per year. In Kansas City, the 108 slain 

officers for a 107-year period comes to almost exactly one officer killed 

each year. 

Crime Statistics. The yearly crime statistics report by the Department 

allows the summary that appears in Table 19, which we shall make use of in 

the conclud;n~ segment of this report. 

[INSERT TABLE 19 HERE] 



Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 
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TABLE 19 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault Offenses 
Kansas City: 1917-1979 

Homicide 

201 

158 

202 

Robbery 

2,340 

2,267 

1,886 

Aggravated Assault 

4,461 

4,301 

4,310 
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BIRMINGHAM 

Birmingham is the smallest city to be included within our 14-city sample 

of law enforcement agencies throughout the United States. With a population 

just slightly under 300,000 persons in 1973, it ranks as the 46th largest 

city in the n~tion. Like most southern cities, Birmingham has a high per

centage of nonwhite popul ati on (42 percent). With one offi cer for each 

435.9 persons it has a moderately high police-citizen ratio. Its violent 

crime rate can be regarded as rather hi gh--20th in the 'countrY--but not 

stri ki ngly so. 

Rules and Regulations. The manual of rules and regulations for the 

Birmingham Police Department differs in notable ways from those we have 

examined heretofore, possibly reflecting the relatively smaller size of the 

city and its southern location. Each officer is to have the manual ready for 

inspection on demand by his commanding officer "r other competent authority 

"at any time." He or she is obligated to have a signature and serial number 

on the manual as well. 

The Introduction to the police rules and regulations conveys a more 

forceful tone than that we have encounte~ed elsewhere. It notes, for instance, 

under the signature of the Acting Chief of Police: 

Maintain your sel f-respect and gain the respect of others by 

presenting a neat land clean physical appearance, and by observing 

the basic rules of military conduct at all times. 

Get your mental attitude right. Nothing counts but good police 

work. Guard the reputation of your Department by doing your job 

well, and don't countenance mjsbehavior on the part of your associ

ates. Keep sober, study, work hard, take pride in your profession 

and become a good policeman. 
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On the following page, the Department1s Code of Eth'lcs stresses that 

an officer "will keep [his] private life unsullied as an example to allj 

maintain courageous calm in the face of danger, scorn or ridicule; develop 

self-restraint; and be constantly mindful of the welfare of others. 1I The 

Ethics Code concludes: 

1 recognize the badge of my office as a symbol of public faith, 

and I accept it as a publ ic trust to be held as long as I am true 

to the ethics of police service. I will constantly strive to 

achieve these objectives and ideals, dedicating myself before God 

to my chosen profession •••• LAW ENFORCEMENT! 

The segment on deadly force in the rules and regulations appears under 

the heading of Firearms and Weapons. It is noted, among other conditions 

we have encountered with the departments we have discussed, that ;n Birming

ham an officer may discharge his firearm lito gjve an alarm or to call for 

ass i stance for an important purpose when no other means can be used. II The 

final seven words are printed in bold type. Following the prohibition of 

using shots to effect the arrest or stop the flight of a misdemeanant is this 
I 

note: 
If the mi sdemeanant becomes a dangerous assail ant, or if an 

attempt is made t·o rescue by violence any. prisoner, even though 

charged wi th only a mi sdemeanor the 5 ituat i on changes instantly. 

The offi cer must meet force with force, and to use hi s revol ver 

only as a last means of protecting himself or his prisoner from 

death or serious injury is acting within the law. 

Policy Guidelines. The rules and regulations are supplemented by a 

booklet titled The Use of Deadly Force, dated September 1979. The booklet 

goes into very elaborate detail about departmental policy on the discharge of 

firearms. Its preamble merits reproduction: 
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An off; cer is equ; pped with a fi rearm to defend himsel f or 

others against dead1y force, the threat of imminent use of deadly 

phys,i ca 1 force or to prevent seri ous phys i ca 1 i nj ury. However, 

when a firearm is used by an officer, it must be with the realiza

tion that the death of another human being may occur. Such use of 

fir~rms must be strictly guided by adherence to a clear and known 

pol icy. This policy is not intended to create doubt in the mind of 

an officer at a moment when action is critical and there is little 

time for meditation or to prohibit an officer from using deadly 

force to protect himsel f or a thi rd party from death or seri OUS 

bodily injury. It provides basic guidel ines governing the use of 

firearms so that officers can be confident in exercising judgment 

as to the use of deadly force. 

It is noted that each officer is responsible for and will be held ac

countable for knowledge of the contents of the PQlicy statement, and that an 

alleged ignorance of the pol icy will not be a defense against departmental 

disciplinary action brought against an officer for a violation of the policy. 

The segment setting out the conditions for 1 ega1 use of deadly force 

begins with the parenthetical clause that the conditions are considered to 

be in effect only lI after all reasonable alternatives of apprehension have 

been exhausted. 1I The po1icy booklet also discusses the Firearms Review Com

mittee, which is to be composed of one captain, one lieutenant, two sergeants, 

and three officers. The Committee ;s to review firearms discharge cases 

after the Internal Affairs unit has completed its investigation. The ca~tain 

will vote only in the event of a tie. The Committee is to have in atte~dance 

the following consultants, none of whom may vote: (l) Lieutenant, Internal 

Affairsj (2) Lieutenant, Police Academy; (3) Representative from the City 
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Attorney's Office; (4) Precinct or Division Commander of officer involved; 

(5) any consultant sent by the Chief of Police; and (6) the officer involved 

(optional) and his attorney (optional). If the officer and/or his attorney 

attends the hearing 3 each of them is obligated to absent himself from the 

hearing site before the balloting. 

It might be added that we found the booklet to be extraordinarily thorough 

and sophi st i cated both in contents and presentation. Departments look i ng 

for guidelines or seeking to revise their own would be well advised to examine 

the material put together ~y the Birmingham Police Department. 

The Department also has available a form detailing the Procedure for 

Investi gat; n9 Shooti n9 Inci dents by Internal Affai rs, whi ch we i nel ude as 

Illus,tration 10. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 10 HEREJ 

Citizen Complaints. The department keeps an excellent compilation of 

the nature and disposition of 'citizen complaints. We have examined this 

issue in regard to our review of procedures in Kansas City. It is impossible 

to relate the number and kinds of complaints to issues of deadly force, 
I 

largely because the categories, understandably, vary so distinctively from 

department to department. We shall not detail the Birmingham materials, ex

cept to note their availability, and to suggest again that the regularization 

of such matters wou1 d represent a very consi derab 1 e advancement in pol ice 

procedures that woul d permit importnnt pol icy concl us; ons to be reached on 

the basis of satisfactory data. 

Training Materials~ The 33rd session of the Basic Law Enforcement Course 

for the Birmingham Police Academy, for which we have an outline of the cur

riculum, does not include any specific section denoted as covering police 

use of deadly force. Presumably the subject is touched upon during the 
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Illustration 10 

PROCEDURE FOR INVESTIGATING SHOOTING INCIDENTS 
BY INTERNAL AFFAIRS 

1. Go to the scene. Note time of notification and time of arrival on the 
scene. 

2. Determin' what Superior Officers, Officers, Evidence Technician and 
witnesses are on the scene. 

3. Try to determine who was shot, the condition of the victim and a brief 
explanation as to what occurred. 

4. Make sure the crime scene is protected and that an Evidence Technician 
is on the scene or on the way to the scene. 

5. Before leaving the scene, make arrangements for all witnesses and Police 
Officers to make taped statements. 

6. Call Chief Bill R. Myers and furnish information concerning the incident. 
Call the Public Information Officer and furnish information for news 
release. 

7. Tape statements from the Police Officers, witnesses and any other inter
ested parties. 

8. Go to the hospital and determine the actual condition of the victim. 
Get a statement from the victim if possible, and get the attending 
physician's name. Also get the time of the victim's arrival and the 
means of transportation. 

9. Be sure all proper reports are made. 

10. Make a summary of the incident, which will be approved by the Internal 
Aff~irs Commanding Officer and then be forwarded to the Chief of Police. 

11. A file will be made containing all statements, photographs, and the sum
mary_ Any other information pertaining to the incident should be added 
as soon as possible. The file will be maintained in locked cabinets. 

12. Fill out Police Shooting form. 

13. Make a copy of the tape in Communications. 

14. Notify the Captain in the Chief's office when shooting incider.t ;s 
ready for Police Shooting Committee review. 

15. Investigator is not to release any' information to the news medi~. 
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Firearms training, which occupies the entire 13th week. We did find one par

ticularly interesting segment of the program that we have not seen elsewhere. 

During the seventh week, there is a four-hour session titled HDeaf Awareness. II 

We take it that this instructional period is devoted to acquainting officers 

with issues concerning deaf persons t a matter that could be of great impor

tance in deadly force situations, where the officer may fire when a suspect 

blatantly ignores his commands, and when the officer is unaware that the 

suspect's behavior is a consequence of deafness. 

Crime statistics. The crime statistics for the city are presented in 

Table 20. 

[INSERT TABLE 20 HERE] 



Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

.. 

Total 
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TABLE 20 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault 
Birmingham: 1977-1979 

Homicide 

87 

18 

93 

258 

Robbery 

989 

966 

1,474 

3,429 

.... 

Aggravated Assault 

1,622 

1,738 

1,476 

4,336 
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DALLAS 

Dallas is one of the 1arger cities included within our survey. With a 

1973 population of 875,000, it was then the 8th largest cit.y in the United 

States. Add to this the more than a third of a mi1lion persons in adjacent 

Fort Worth, and you have a mega1opolis of considerable size. Dallas has a 

medium-average amount of police protection in terms of the manpower of its 

force: one officer for every 402.2 citi lens. Its vi 01 ent crime rate p't aces 

it 15th highest in the nation. 

General Orders on Deadly Force. The Dallas Police Department policy on 

the use of deadly force is incl uded in a General Order, dated November 21, 

1977,' which replaces and incorporates a large number of prior materials. 

Deadly Force is addressed as section 302.00 in the General Order. By now, we 

have seen how some departments separate the subject out and highl ight its 

importance with special. bulletins, attrac-r.ively put together. In Dallas, 

deadly force infonnation tends to be buried among a very 1 arge amount. of 

other ; nfennat; on deservi ng the attenti on of a 1 aw enforcement off; cere 

I Section 302.00 begins with the following statement: 

The pol icy of thi s department permits deadl y force to be used 

where an officer is authorized to use such force in accordance with 

Chapter 9 (Justification Excluding Criminal Responsibility) of the 

Texas Penal Code, State of Texas, 1975; however ••• 

The "howevers ll make up an interesting group, worth a moment's pause. 

They include firing into buildings or other places where offenders are sus

pected of hiding, except in instances where there is no doubt of the offender's 

location and when deadly force or intended deadly force is being directed 

from that 1 ocation at that offiCial" "Ir others. Deadly force al so ;'s prohibited 
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against cases of lI cr iminal mischief" or against persons who escape from 

custody, II unl ess the offi cer or O'i 1ers are ; n imm; nent danger of death or 

serious bodily harm. II Neither vehicular shooting nor warning shots are 

allowed, nor may animals be killed unless they present an imminent danger of 

death or serious bodily injury. This is an unusual rule: all departments 

address the u~e of gunshots to dea1 with animal s, a matter we have mentioned 

but not di scussed earl i er, but generally, for those we have looked at, they 

allow more leeway ;n the use of weapons against animals who a:-e suffering 

mortal wounds. 

The section is quite brief, concluding with some two paragraphs of 

specification of circumstances in which an officer may draw and/or display 

his weapon. These incl ude the common ground of fear for personal safety or 

the safety of others, and the situation in which the offender is suspected 

of having a deadly weapon in his possession. 

Stress Shooting. We have dwelled, perhaps ·overlong 1 on the matter of 

stress training and stress management, which appears to be an important com

ponent of the operation of so many pol ice organ; zations. Dallas shares 

"n this emphasis. Its department psychologist, in a published article, (The 

Police Chief, April 1978) sets forth the rationale for this line of concern 

in police work: 

A pol ice officer' ives and performs under more stress than 

members of any other profession. He is exposed to situations that 

the average citizen never even hearS about. He risks his life as a 

matter of daily routine. He is expected to always take the appro

priate action; make the right decision; use only the correct quan

tity and qual ity of force; and never make a m; stake. 1 f a laborer 

or a white-collar worker makes a mistake, he will probably receive, 
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at most, a reprimand and wrist-slap from the supervisor. In police 

work, there are no minor mistakes since any slip-up can result in 

harm to self, partners, citizens, and also in major legal implica

tions. Even though police work is not the most physica11y dangerous 

profesSion, it certainly is the most emotiona11y dangerous of all 

pro f e s s ; 0 n s • 

This strikes us as a bit melodramatic and, ;n truth, prob,;ibly factually 

inaccurate, or at least somewhat misleading. Mistakes in al1 lines of work 

can have serious repercussions. and it is highly debatable that law enforce

ment officers, as civil sel~vants, suffer more severe consequences for an . 
overwhelming number of their mistakes than do employees of business organiza-

tions, laborers, physicians, athletes, or persons in innumerable other occu

pati cns. None of whi ch is to say or even to imply that stress management 

is not a hi ghly advantageous approach towa rd understandi ng and a 11 evi ati ng 

common difficulties asso~iated with the law enforcement life. But the matter, 

it seemS to us, is one that well could benefit from much closet~ scrutiny, 

given the invariably limited resources available to any public agency such 
• 

as the pol ice. 

The Dallas department has available, free of charge, a totally confiden-

t i a 1 stres s management program for offi cers and thei r dependents. It seems 

highly sophisticated and comprehensive. Its evaluation would provide an 

interest,ing sidelight on issues of deadly force usage, when t.hese eventuate 

in recourse (or do not, for that matter) to the stress managem~nt program, 

The paper by the Dallas department psychologist elaborately sets forth some 

of the kinds of 1 iving situations which might produce stress: "Jealousy, II 

"Disagreement in Child Rearing," and "0ver~Achieving Officers," among many 

others, and then discusses at length biofeedback techniques for controlling 

stress 1 evel s. 
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Citizen Complaints. The figures supplied to us by the Dallas Police 

Department include complaints registered by citizens for the period from 

January through October of 1979. These total 217 complaints, 138 external1y 

originated and the remainder arising from within the department. What is 

noteworthy is that in 12 cases the complaints resulted in dismissals. It 

would be inte:-esting to ascertain whether these were from the external or 

internal sources, since we have noted earlier that in the cities we have 

examined the responses to external complaints appear to be relatively mild, 

which may, of course, be a function of the nature and trustworthiness of the 

complaints and not in any sense of departmental bias. 

Training Pr09~al11. Dallas recently (March through May 1980) held an in

service program for approximatelY 35 officers a week. It is noteworthy that 

the use of deadly force constituted about half of the emphasis on this pro

gram, indicating the importance attached to the subject. The other subjects , 

addressed were elements of the Penal Code, deci.s;on shooting, child abuse,· 

energy conservation! and baton training. In the segment on deadly force, the 

curriculum outline indicated that: 

Thi s course wi 11 consi st of a review of General Order 302.00, a 

film entitled "Intentional Use of Deadly Force," and a study of 

case histories and departmental policy. 

The training program for recruits, in regard to the class that was 

enrolled during the August Y979 to December 13, 1979 course, ran a total of 

656 hours. No section on deadly force is included in the curriculum, but 

it is obvious that a variety of different subjects would be likely to include 

within them some instruction on the subject. There are 55 hours of fi rearms 

training, which open with a five-hour. orientation that includes "firearms 

safety and ~egal-moral aspects in the use of firearms.ll There is a further 
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segment on the prevent; on of assaults. It covers 88 hours, and i ncl udes 

information on how to deal effectively with potentially dangerous situations 

by means of verbal and interpersonal behavior. Also covered are defensive 

tactics, including the use of the police baton. 

Shooting Statistics. Subsequent to the field visit, the Dallas Police 

Department provided detailed information on shooting incidents for the years 

of 1977, 1978, and 1979. First, we will reproduce these materials in the 

format that we have used earlier, then we will examine some additional infor

mation that they provide for analysis. The material appears as Table 21 .. 

[INSERT tABLE 21 HERE] 

The 23 suspects who have been killed by members of the Dallas Police 

Department in the three years for which we have figures averages 7.7 persons 

a year. This is the second highest average that we have encountered in the 

six cities we have examined for which numerical information was available. 

The Dallas Department tabulations indicate, using 1979 for illustrative 

purposes, that of 77 shots fi red by off; cers, there were 18 hi ts, about one 

hit in four shots. The percentage is a bit higher for 1~7'8, 33 percent • 
• 

Comparison with Table 3, which is the most similar report we have, represent

ing San Diego, shows a somewhat higher ratio of deaths to woundings in Dallas 

(23 to 15) than for San Diego (20 to 24). It is arguable whether this is a 

testament to ma rk smanshi p, or evi dence of different condi ti ons under whi ch 

offi cers· in the two departments r,ave recourse to the use of potenti ally 

1 etha 1 force. 

It mi ght be noted that no offi cers were kill ed ; n Da 11 as duri n9 the 

chree-year period covered by the statistics, compared to three officers killed 

in a four~year period in San Diego. On the other hand, there wer~ quite a few 

Dlof.e officers wourtJed in, Dallas than in San Diego; ten in three years in 
Ua las, and seven 1n rour years in San Diego. 
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TABLE 21 

Shots Fired at and by Po1ice Officers 
Dallas: 1977-1979 

Year 
Category of Event 1977 1978 1979 

B~ Police Officers 

Suspects Killed 5 9 9 

Suspects Wounded 9 3 2 

Shots Fired at Suspects NA . 78 77 

At Police Officers 

Offi cers Ki 11 ed 0 0 0 

Officers Wounded 4 3 3 

Shots Fired at Officers NA 20 18 

Total 

23 
. 15 

0 

10 

38 

'-
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The ratio of ki 11 ings pl us woundings by and from pol ice officers show 

the following relationships between the two cities. For Dallas there were a 

total of 38 such incidents by police officers as opposed to ten against them, 

for a rat i a of 3.8 to one. In ,San Di ego, the totals wer~ 44 by, and 10 

agClinst, for a ratio of 4.4 to one. It would be informative, we suspect, to . 
be able to provide similar ca1culations for the other cities we have scrutin-

ized and then to compare these figures to conditions that seem to prevail in 

the jurisdictions in terms of other elements of the police performance. 

Crime Statistics. The crime rates for the city of Dallas for 1977, 1978, 

and 1979, the years for which we were given information, are presented in 

Tabl e, 22. 

[INSERT TABLE 22 HERE] 

These figures will be employed for later analysis, in the concluding 

section of this report. It should be noted, in passing, that for many of the 

cities offenses such as 'aggravated assault are broken down in regard to the 

kinds of weapons employed. In Dallas, for instance, there are assaults with 

gun, with knife or cutting instrument, with other dangerous weapons, and, 

finally, with hands, feet, etc. We have mentioned earl ier that aggravated 

assault figures tend to be far from precise in terms of crimes reported, 

because they are the kinds of episodes that mayor may not be reported to the 

police, depending upon a variety of circumstances. Many a cutting fracas in 

a bar undoubtedly is never known to the authorities unless there is a serious 

injury or someone happens to summon officers. Whether the pol ice ar-e sUlTViloned 

undoubtedly has something to do with the relationships between the citizenry 

of the particular district, even the particular bar, and the police. 

Nonetheless, it could be useful to take comparative figLlres on the 

types of weapons used ,in aggravated assaults and attempt to detennine the 



Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total 

161 

TABLE 22 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assault 
Dallas: 1977-1979 

Homicide 

233 

249 

329 

811 

Robbery 

4,002 

4,155 

4,841 

13,004 

Aggravated Assault 

4,864 

5,506 

6,292 

16,662 
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"crime-of-violence" culture of the particular jurisdiction. This construct 

m; ght then be rel ated to the 1 evel of the use of deadly force. Aggravated 

assault numbers, in this way, may (though they may not) provide some indica

tion of the carrying of weapons by persons and the readiness to uSe them, a 

matter that might well be related to deadly force episodes; that is, to the 

statistical likelihood of their occurrence. 
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DETROIT 

At more than a million and a quarter population, Detroit in 1973 ranked 

as the fifth largest city in the United States. It also had the reputation 

at approximate1y this time far having the highest rate of homicide in the 

nation. Its violent crime rate) shown in Table 13 t indicates an exceedingly 

large amount of such activity, the second highest rate for the country as a 

whole. The city is almost half nonwhite (45 percent), and its one police 

officer for every 247 persons indicates a great intensity of law enforcement 

effort. It is always debatable, of course, how much the manpower of a depart~ 

ment affects crime rate. Assuredly, the more officers there are, the more 

crime they are apt to see in a proactive manner. It is also possible that 

a greater number of officers will imp1y swifter and more thoroughgoing re

sponse to citizen complaints of crime; and thus encourage a greater volume 

of such complaints. On the other hand, the number of officers per capita in . 
a jurisdiction may merely reflect the crime rate. indicating a citizen and 

politician need to have greater protection against what is, or is seen as, a 

severe problem. With a 31 percent nonwhite police force, Detroit stands 

behind only Washington (44 percent) in terms of the number of its nonwhite 

personnel. 

Firearms Policl. General Order 77-16, dated February 7, 1977, sets 

forth the Detroit Police Department1s policies in regard to Regulations and 

Procedures concerning firearms. The policy has two preamble statements worth 

noting: 

Members must always bear in mind that the use of firearms 

shall be confined to situations of strong and compelling need. The 

laws of this state and the ru1es of the departm~nt demand that 
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members use only the minimum degree of force necessary to effect an 

arrest •. 

The law recognizes degrees of crime by providing degrees of 

penalty. The member about to shoot must consider the severity 

and the certain consequences of his action, particularly in those 

cases where the crime committed did not result in personal injury. 

Members must also consider that the maximum sentence imposed by our 

court system would result in neither death nor injury. 

The Michigan Police Manual is then quoted, with its observation that 

IIno one can be justified in threatening or taking life in attempting to 

arrest on suspicion only, without incurring serious responsibilities. Where 

the life of a felon is taken, by one who does not know or believe in his 

guilt, such slaying involves criminal liability" and "if a crime can readily 

be prevented without injuring the criminal) every wanton injury is a trespass, 

and may become a crime. Neither 1 aw nor moral ity can tal erate the use of 

needless violence} even upon the worst criminals." 

The rules for shooting and not shooting are then set out, inc1 uding a 
• I 

ban against the firing of warning shots and shots discharged from moving 

vehicles. Except for the initial two pages of the 40-page order, it does not 

consider deadly force, but rather focuses on types of weapons allowed and 

prohibited and their proper care and maintenance. There also is a brief 

section on pr'ocedures to be followed in the event of a firearm discharge. 

ThE! Detroit rJepartment also has a General Order, issued in mid-197,S, 

dealing with proper responses to a barricaded gunman. These rules seem 

important to issues of deadly force, and in Detroit they are dealt with at 

some length and wtth considerable sophistication. It is noted) for instance: 
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The f; rst officers at the scene shall make no effort to rush 

the building prior to the arrival of a supervisory officer. It 

sha 11 be thei r respons i bi 1 i ty to cover a 11 ex; ts to ens ure that 

the gunman does not escape. They shall appraise the situation and 

notify the zone dispatcher •.• 

• In those instances where officers or citizens are being fired 

upon by a barr; caded gunman, the off; cers sha 11 keep under cover 

and attempt to locate the source of the f; ri ng. Offi cers sha 11 

maintain firearms discipline and shall not fire their weapons un-

1 ess thei r 1 i ves or the 1 i fe of another ; sin immi nent danger. 

Under no circumstances shall there be indiscriminate firing at the 

building or at street lights. 

The ordet' also covers situations involving hostages, and addresses mat

ters concerned with the use of armored evacuation vehicles. It is noted too 

that ~police personnel on duty at the scene shal~ exercise caution and shall 

adhere to all directives of the department in regards to the carrying of 

firearms. Officers shall not remove their badges or shields unless so directed 

by the tactical commander.~ Finally, off-duty officers are told to remain 

away from the scene unless they have specific orders to the contrary. 

There are further orders concerni ng reports and records ; n regard to 

injuries to either officers or prisoners, and concerning the convening of 

a board of review. Such a 'board may be brought together by the concerned 
• 

deputy chief in any case involving the use of force by a member of the de

partment. The board must be convened in all cases in which a death has 

occurred as a resul t of the use of a weapon or force by a member of the 

department in the performance of his pol ice duties. In the event of the 
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death of an officer, either by killing or suicide, a board also may be 

convened. 

The Detroit Poiice Department's Shots Pired Report form is reproduced 

as Illustration 11, for the infol'mation of other departments who might be 

interested in inaugurating such a report or reviewing the one they currently 

employ. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 11 H~REJ 

Detroit, 1 i ke a n umber of the other j uri sdi ct i cns, has a very thorough 

tabulation of complaints by citizens and the disposition of such compla;nts~ 

Again, the difficulty lies in attempting to compare categories which are 

differently used by the different units--a task that is beyond doing without . 
going deep into the original files and recalculating the figures using stan .. 

dardized procedures and definitions. It is interesting that, for 1977, the 

department tabulates the number of citizen complaints by months of the year. 

That calculation shows a sharply rising number of complaints with each 
. 

three .. month period! 611 in January-March; 684 in April-June; 754 in July .. 

September; and 842 for the remaining three months of the year. These brief 
• I • 

summaries do not support the hypothesis that summer months in cities such as 

Detroit~ with relatively harsh winters, bring out the most aggression because 

of mare personal contacts and short tempers traceable to the weather condi

tions. At least, such an idea is not reflected in the citizen complaints 

about Detroit law enforcers. 

Training. The Detroit Pol ice Department in-service training occupies a 

block of time totalling eight hours; two of these are devoted to issues of 

deadly force. The segment is placed under the title Itofficer survival. II 

There are no lesson plans for this element of the in-service training because 

the presentations are said to ble tailored to the needs of the individual 
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Qr.,.RO/l' 

DtrAllnH~r 
flO LlC'C. 

SHo'rS FI R:D REPORT 

(IN CASE OF MUL TIPLE SUBJECTS, USE TOF' PO~rION OF REPO!=!T FOR ONE SUBJECT ONLY, 
AND USE NARRATiVe FO~ OTHERS) • 

( 
LOFFICER'S NAME M.l. 'y't:A,AI: I'" 

-~:;"",,*.~ 

LAST FIRST BAm,:;!; COMMAND RANK c ... pr. I 

--~TATUS IN UNIFORM'/ OFFICER'S OUAl.IFIOATION C11mlC:, TVPE DATE'rmaD 
1 D on duly 10 yo!> \ 0 OXpor1 l 0 mO~!lmon SD'olloo 1\ CJ "o::cld'~nlt\. 3 0 oil. 3ulcldo 

:I CJ oft duty 2 0 no 20 ohorpohoott'r ~ CJ qunlltl9'l i 2 0 Intl)nlleMI .( 0 auleldo 

MILITARY TIM6 
.~, 

l.OCATION LIGHTING CONDITIONS 
(NEAREST HOUR) 10 Indoors ~ 0 oulomobllt:l 70 flold 10 daylight , 0 tll1Bhllght ? 0 poor ut, Iloht 

20 alley sO slreel 80othor 20 dUBk 5 0 dark-no IIghl II 0 other , 
hJndrod 3 0 woodod arM 60 yard ~ 0 down 60 gexld art. light : 

.~~~ 

OFFENSe NUMBER OF SUPERVISORS AT NO, OF OFFICERS ND.OC: WHO FIFH:O FIRST? COMPl.ETE OeSCRIPTIO~ CC 
(codO) ARREST~ SCt=NE? AT SCENE SUBJECTS \ 0 ~lJbloc: OFFICER'S WEAPON (cOOoI 

IOYOS 20 no 20 ulflc"r 
I 
! 

LOCATION OF OFFICER'S WEAPON ON INITIAL CONTACT OFFICER'S POSITION 
----. 

\ 0 In hond 10 Blondlng 30 prone sO moving vehicle 70 ulher -... I -. 
2 c:J In helalar 3 c:J other 20 kn""llno .c 0 NMlno 6 0 barrlceod~ I 

OFFICER'S PROTECTION . NUMBER OF OFPICER'S SHOTS DIR!::CTION FIREO 

I 10 furniture :J 0 wall 50 none 1 0 alnolo oollon 10 ust :I 0 north 50 In Ol"OlJna 

20 tre" .c 0 clr 600lher 2 0 double Gctlon 20W!!1I1 .c D lIoUlh 60 In air 

DISTANCE (In leel) "C'5MPCETE OESCRIPTION OF LOCATION OF SUBJECT'S WEAPON ON INITIAL CONTACT 
I 

1 0 flral shot SUBJECT'S WEAPON (code) I,D In hond or In VIew 3D none _I 20 lalt shot 2 0 no weeoon s"en .. 0 other_ 

SUBJECT'S POSITION SUBJECT'S PROTECTION '-10 slandlng !J 0 prone 50 movlno vehicle 700lher to furniture 30 well 50 none -~J 20 kneeling .c 0 Nnnlng 6 0 barrleldee 20lMe "0 car 60 I)lher-
, -NUMBER OF SUBJECT'S WOUND OFFICER'S WOUND SEl.F DEFEN~5 

I SUBJECT'S \ 0 fatal :J 0 lIupodlelal sO unknown \ 0 talol :I 0 ,uper/lclal 10 yes 
C;HOTS 20 crlticil .c 0 ,1I1I·lnlllcloO 60 none 2 0 crillcal "0 none 20 no ~ 0 r>endl09 : - ., 
rtcCOMMENOA TlON l 
1 0 no further action 2 0 r .. tfl'lnlng lO dlsclpltnary sctlon .. 0 pending 

~================================~==========================================~.-J 
SUPERVISOR'S INVeSTIGATION-eXPLAIN INCIDENT IN DeTAll.t.t'..Q.ATTACH A COpy OF iHE INCIDF.NT REPORT. 

~ 
I 
----,--~ 
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officers, and because of this and other consideration~ they are held in 

confidence. 

Recruit training on deadly force is included within the Firearms Train~ 

ing Unit, with the mimeographed materials cont,aining a single-spaced page of 

th~ general kinds of rules that we have encountered in many othe~ departments 

during the course of this survey. 

Tabl e 23 shows the numbers of hours devoted to fi rearms trai ni ng for 

recruits (as well as in-service) under various categories of instruction. 

[INSERT TABLE 23 HERE] 

Shooting Statistics. Detroit is the initial jurisdiction that we have 

examined which in its tabulations of shooting incidents differentiates between 

those which occurred under on-duty and those which took place under off-duty 

c0nditions. The figures are presented in Table 24. 

[INSERT TABLE 24 HERE] 

We would not be surprised if essen~ially the same ratio of on-duty and 

off-duty fatalities brought about by police shootings marked other jurisdic-

tions, though it is a matter that requires close scrutiny, because it carries 
. 
important policy implications. The 58 shootings--19.3 a year-~is quite high, 

but it must be remembered that Detro; tis a good deal 1 arger than the .other 

cities we have been looking at, so that the rate must be adjusted to popula

tion s'ize and a number of other variables for it to be considered in it!~ 

true light. 

Crime Statistics. Table 25 presents the crime statistics for offenses 

of the type we have been examining in this report as they relate to Detroit. 

[INSERT TABLE 25 HERE] 
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Hours 
Pre~Service 
Legal Aspects+ 

1 

Hours 
Pre-Service 
ilo1-ky Aspects 

""-""'= 
~.'--" 

1 
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TABLE 23 

Firearms Training 
Oet roi t 

Hours 
Pre-Service 
Ac t u a 1 S h Q.9s..i.!:!9. 

48 

Hours 
In-Service 
Actua 1 ShQo~jn1 

3 

Trii;ning 
Frequency 
Per Year 

1 
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TABLE 24 

Fatal Shooting Incidents by On-Duty and Off-Duty Officers 
Detroit: 1976-1978. 

______ I~--------------------~--------------------------------------
Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

Total 

On-Duty 

20 

16 

13 

49 

Off-Duty 

4 

1 

4 

9 

Total 

24 

17 

17 

58 
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TABLE 25 

Homicide, Robbery, and Weapons Violations 
Detroit: F;ve~Year AVerage 

1975-1979 

Homicide Robbery Weapons Violations 

566.40 16,411.60 2,549 
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ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 

The upstate city of Rochester in New York State is the fi rst eastern 

United States jurisdiction that we have examined in this survey to this 

point. Rochester is the smallest of the seven northeastern cities which 

have populations in excess of a quarter of a million persons. It is the 

51st largest city in the country, while its rate of violent crime stands 

34th in the nation. Its ratio of one officer for each 430.7 citizens is 

rather similar to many of the places we have scrutinized. The nonwhite 

population (18 percent) is low compared to most metropolitan areas of the 

country. Additional information about Rochester can be gleaned from Table 

26 which appears on the following page and presents data for all northeastern 

cities with more than 250,000 population. 

[INSERT TABLE 26 HERE] 

Only relatively sparse amounts of information were available in Rochester 

in regard to the police use of lethal force. This may be specific to the 

city and its pol ice department, or perhaps it indicates that in smaller 

.cit"ies, the resources are not available to devote to a wide diversity of 

matters, and that they have to concentrate on what mi ght be regarded as 

bread-and~butter 1 aw en forcement iss ues. Such thi ngs as speci a larders for 

dealing with hostages, or transporting prisoners by plane, are presumed to 

occur very infrequently, if at all, and cannot preoccupy a small department 

with other calls on its limited administrative personnel. 

General Order. On Apri 1 24, 1977, the Rochester Pol ice Department; s

sued what remains the current statement on use of firearms by police person

nel. It;s noteworthy that the preamble contains this legalistic observation: 



TABLE 26 

Diverse Characteristics of Cities with 250,000 Population or More 
in Nine Northeastern States* 

Number of Violent 
Population National % Non- Officers Crime 

City (1973 est.) Rank White (1977) % Black % Spanish Rate(1977) Rank 
---- - ---_ ... -" - ~ 

Ne\'1 York 7,647,000 1 23% 24,895a 8% 3.3% 1,594 7 

Philadelphia 1.862,000 4 34 8,188b 17 0.4 647 41 

Boston 618,000 18 18 2,166 4 NA 1,525 8 

Pittsburgh 479,000 27 21 1,416 3 0.1 954 21 
I-' 

" w 

Buffalo. 425,000 31 21 1,092 NA NA 928 22 

Newark· 368,000 37 56 • 1,463 18 2.0 1,678 4 

Rochester 277 ,000 51 18 643 8 1.0 708 34 

*Conncct1cut, Haine, f1assachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont 



~------------------------------------------------
I 
~ 
~H 
~ . ... . " ... -

... ... .. 

.. 
~ 

174 

This directive is for internal use only Md does not enlarge 

an officer's civil ~r criminal liability in any way. It should not 

be construed as the creation of a higher standard of safety or care 

in an evidentiary sense, with respect to third party claims. Vio

lations of this directive, if proven, can only form the basis of a 

complaint by this Department and then only in a non-judicicll admin

istrative setting • 

It is debatable, of course, whether the courts would construe the fore

going paragraph in the way in which the attorneys for the department obviously 

woul d 1 ike them tr). But the statement does represent the only one of its 

kind we have encountered in oQr revie~ of Dolicies. 

The order specifies, among other things, that "a police officer may use 

his firearm against a human being when he is ready, willing, and JUSTIFIED 

in tak i ng human , i fee 1\ The upper-case usage appears in the or; gi na 1 of thi s 

somewhat enigmatic sentence. Among the more unusual provisions in the Roch

ester regulations is one spe~ifying that deadly force may be employed against 

an offender who is attempting to comm'lt forcible sodomy. Arson is included 
• • 
in the offenses justifying dp.adly force as well, a situation not uncommon in 

the 'cities we have examined. The remainder of the order sets forth in a 

thorough and workmanlike manner the conditions under which firearms should 

and should not be employed, with considerable attention (as in many other 

jurisdictions) to cases invo1ving animals. There a1so is a segment on the 

use of weapons for the purpose of arrest, and another on reporting. The 

document concl udes by i ncorporati ng ru1 es concern; ng fi rearms tra i ni ng and 

qua1ifications that will prevail in the department. 
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The report form for Firearms Incidents is included as Illustration 12, 

for the information of persons interested in the documentation sought on such 

matters by departmQnts throughout the country. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 12 HERE] 

The Rochester Police Department also has an Evaluation Report that 

emerges from responses to the training film. This is included as Illustration 

13. We did not obtain any other training materials that bore directly on the 

issues of deadly force usage. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 13 HERE] 

Shooting Incidents. The statistics for shooting, as supplied to us in 

Rochester, indicate 5 deaths resulting from police shooting incidents in 

the years of 1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979. 

[INSERT TABLE 27 HERE] 

Crime Statistics. Rochester did not supply us with an internal detailing 

of criminal offenses of the kind that we received in all of the other cities 

we vi 5i ted. Such deta i1 i n9 prov; des breakdowns of offenses withi n major 

categori es. For Rochester, the fi gures (Table 28) are from the Uniform C.~ 

Reports, and include information for 1977 and 1978. 

[INSERT TABLE 28 HERE] 
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Illustration 12 

ROCHESTER POLIC:::: DEPJ._'8.T:1ENT 
ROCEESTE.R f N:t:';'1 YOR..'f{ 

FIREJ...RMS INCIDEHT· REPORT 

As INCIDENT SCENE STATISTICS 

DATE OF INCIDENT TIME OF INCIDENT 
-----------------------

CR ~ LOCATION OF INDI~E~T ---------------------------- ------.-----._-----
Tn::: OF PRE..'USE: 

----------------------------------------------------------
INCIDENT TOOK PLACE: Inside Outside Both ----- -----
LIGaTING CONDITIONS 

WEATHER CONDITIONS 
______________________________ TEMPERATURE ____ __ 

B. CLASSIPICATION OF INDICENT ... ' 

INC:cDENT DISPATCBED ,t\.S (lla....---:m ringing - Roebery in Progress - it1z.mily 
Trouble, etc.) 

OF 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------
AC'rUAL NATU3.S OF INCIDENT li'1AS 

II 

.------~~--------------------------.----------------------------------~.-

. ~. C.. POLICS OITIC:Z:.=t nlFOR!1.:~.TION 

NAME __________ ------------------------------------------------------
AGE MONTES -----------
UNIT/SECTION ASSI~~ PL.rl.TOON 

--------------------------
h~ YOU ON-DUTY OR OFF-DL~Y: If non-duty" - what 

---------------------
type (ie., pla~clothes investigator) 

\'VE:RE YOU h""E.rl.."t:t.."t'NG A BlJ'LL'ET RES!ST1>..NT VEST? Yes ____ No 

If "yes" - vtnat MA-tCE MODEL ------ SIZE ----

RPD-llS2 -1-
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Illustration 12 (continued) 
'NEAT TYPE OF FIOLSTSR WERE YOU w"E.A.'q:DTG? 

Issued? Make? l~l'Jdel? ----------------.. 
Did it function Correctly? Yes No ------

, 

If "NO If, ·,.;hy·..., 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SUSPECT NJ. .. HE 

ADDRESS RECORD * 
---------------------~-------------------------- -----'"'" 

AGE D.O.B. 
-----------------

PRIOR ClU.:.'1!NAL RECORD: 

M.i.sdemeanor Felon None -------- -------
Was suspect on Parole? Yes No ---
crime? 

-Did. suspect have a!l ~ .. ccnm?lice? Yes No --- If "Yes": . , 
Name 

--------------------------------------------------------
Address 

----------------------------------------~-----------_______________ Age __________ D.O.B. Record i 

Prior C=i~i~al Record: 

Misdemeatlcr E"elcm None ------- -------
Was suspect ~n ?a=ole? Yes No If "Yes", for what 

*Use additional £Or::l for more thal'l t-If'O (:2), sus?ects. 

E'. !:tFORMAT!ON ~Q\rn PRIOR TO ~lC!:rE!:TT 

. 
What L~fo~tion did you receive prior to you= ar=i~al at ~~e sc~~e ~~d 
from whom was. it received? 

In£o~tion received :~om ~spatcher 

Ot~e~ Source Name 
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CITY OF RO<:,HESTER 

POt./C.C T:=!AIN'Nr. O/VH';ION 
KtNtlETH c. rOWNst;)N ._: .. 

IIIR£.PQl.IC.t Tp'q.l<INING ",CAOe:M.,.. 

tI!)O S~::':T~\!It..le: ~U. 
ROCHltsn:~. NI:.W "::-k~ I~I):: 

NAl1E .. , ______ , ___________ _ DATE~ _____ ...... ______________ ,197 __ 

StANK '---- F n,H # ____ _ t1N I"l'/S:ZCTION/DEPT • ___ • _______ _ 

1. fI' 

Offioer's Reaction Time-2 Points • • • • 

" , Just1ti~at1oIt-5 Points ........ .. . .. . 
~Marksm~sh1p-3 ?otnts • H1ts ___ M1sses ___ ----

.. 
2~ SITTJAT!ON ------------------------.... ~~~--------

Officer's Reaction Time-2 ?oints · . . .. 
. _.,. ... - . Just1~·ic9.t1on-5 Points ., •••• · . . .. ----.. 

Merk~manship-3 ?otnts • H1ts ___ M1sses ___ -----
.. ,. SI',!1UAl'!ON _________ - _____ _ 

I Of1'icel' IS aeaction T1me-2 ? o1nt~ • • • • -.---
• 

Jus t i t1ca1;1on-5 ? o1nts • • .. .. t\' · .. .. . . 
~Ia.l·ks::s.nship-:3 Points .. Hi ts_ Mlsses __ 

Offic~r'~ Reaction Tl~e-2 POints ... • • b • 

Justif11~a.t;1on .... 5 Points • • " • • • • • • 

--
S~lAT!ON ___________________________________ _ 

· .. 

l.iust1tic3.tiO~'!.-; Points • • .. • • • • • • 
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lllustratlon 13 ~cont1nueoJ 
SHOO l'fDCN HI' SHOOT EVALUATION REPOE:.T 

6. SITTJAT!CN ________ . ___ • ___ --

Officer I S Reaction Tirne .. ·2 Points • • to • 

Just1!'1cat1on-5· Foints ••••••••• 

MarksQanship-; Points. H1ts ___ Misses ___ 

,. 7. SITUATION ____ _ 

Offlcerls Reaction Tlrne-2 POints •••• 
.. 

JUElt1 f'icstlon-.5 ?cin ts • • • • • • • • • 
Merksmansh1p-; Points • Hits ___ Misses ___ 

8. SITUA1ION-:. _________ ,------------____ __ 

tjff1cer t S Rea.ction Ti:le-~ Points • • • • . 
Just1ficat1on-5 Points • • • _ ~ • • • • 
Marksmansh1p-3 Points • Hlts ___ M1sses ___ 

Sr.roATIOO ___________________________ _ 

Officer's Reaction Ti~e-2 Points • . .. . 
Justl!'lcatlon-S Points • • • • • • /l> ••• 

Mal~ksttanshlp-; Points • Hits ___ Mlsses ___ 

. 
10. S:tT'JATICN 

Off!cGr's deactlon Tl~e-2 POints. • • • 
. . -

Justl!'icatlon-S ?olnts • • • • • •••• 

Marskmanshlp-; Po1nts • Hits_ MisSes_ 

TOT.tcr. 

B.EMABKS: 
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CORREO! 

----".-
----_.. --.- ... ,--

-_._-- ----
-

-

----- _._--
-,--

----

-. 

---- -

------------.-------------------------------------------------------_.---
----------------------------------..... ----------------------------------
PIE.E..4E.:1S INSTEUC1'02 __ -" ___________ • 
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TABLE 27 

Justifiable Homicide by Police 
Rochester: 1976-79 

1976 1m.. 1978 - 1979 -
On Duty Off Duty On Duty Off DUty On Duty Off f)utx On Duty Off Duty 

2 a o a 0 1 2 0 



Year 

1977 

1978 

• 

Total 

181 

TABLE 28 

Homicide, Robbery, and Aggravated Assaults 
Rochester, 1977 and 1978 

Homicide 

47 

28 

75 

Robbery 

1,099 

1,010 

2,109 

Aggravated Assault 

825 

1,187 

2,012 
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NEWARK 

We h a ve now rat her rea c he d a poi" t 0 f dim i n i s r, .' r'l g ret urn sin reg a r d to 

IInew ll or "different tl kinds of materials in regard to police use of deadly 

force, and will to a large extent indicate in rather cursory fashion some of 

the highlights of the remaining three cities of our' survey, without going 

into a great amount of deta i 1 about deadly force pol i ci es, si nce these to a 

very great extent repeat phenomena that we have encountered in one or another 

of the jurisdictions examined earlier. 

Newark, New Jersey, at 368,000 persons is the 37th largest city in the 

United states, with a violent crime rate that stands as the fourth highest in 

the nation. Its percentage of nonwhite population - 56 percent - is the 

highest of that of any city we have examined in this survey. Its ratio of 

one policeman for every 251.5 citizens indicates a high intensity of policing. 

The 18 percent nonwhi te representati on on the pol ice force is one of the 

lower ratios of officers to citizens of the blacks in a city. 

Newark, 1 ike Rochester, does not have a good dea 1 of ava i 1 ab 1 e materi a 1 

regarding the subject of police use of deadly force, a matter that, at least 

on a, sample of two, may be more characteristic of cities in the east than 

elsewhere in the United States. The department has promulgated a General 

Order, dated June 1, 1977, that covers nine single-spaced page~ and sets forth 

rather thoroughly the departmental policies. Perhaps the most unique aspect 

of the General Order (in essence it is typical of those of most Departments) 

is section II(A) (2), which reads: 

Police officers who observe any member of the Newark Police 

Department and/or other Law Enforcement Agency discharge a 

firearm shall submit either "Administration Submission,tI 

------------ ---------"---.---~-------
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Form DP1:1001 or "Continuation Report," form DPl:795 to 

their Commanding Officer •••• 

It is further noted in the following sUbsection that the reports shall 

include the incident, time, location, type of firearm/s used, number of rounds 

fired, identity of the officer, and any other .ilformation requested by a 

superi or offi cere Super; or offi cers are speci fi cally ordered to have thei r 

subordinates submit reports if they observe them discharging a firearm. The 

Order also mandates the keeping of a log book, "in clear up-to-date format," 

which shall include a roster of all incidents where departmental personnel 

have discharged a firearm. The log book is to include but not be limited to 

the fo\lowing information: 

(1) The date, time, and the location of the discharge of a 

firearm by a police officer. 

(2) The name of the police officer and his badge number and 

I.D. number [Ed. note: The last item has been inked into 

the order.] 

(3) Information regarding the victim; name, address, tele-

phone number, injury, age, sex, race, nativity, etc. 

(4) The name, address and telephone number of any com

plainants. 

(5) The name, address, and telephone number of any witnesses • 
. . 

(6) The Command Post personnel assigned to oversee the pre~ 

liminary investigation. 

(7) The name of the district and command personnel assigned. 

(8) Brief statement of facts. 

(9) Disposition of the incident. 

(10) The I.A.D. Firearms Discharge Number. 
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The primary aim of the investigation, it ;s noted, is to determine lithe 

reasonableness of the officer's action under the circumstances." 

There are further rules in Chapter 9 of the departmental regulations con

cerning Firearms. These include elaborate rules concerning the carrying of 

off-duty weapons other than the weapon officially in use by the Department. 

There is also a provision regarding repairs ~nd adjustments to police weapons. 

Crime and Shooting Statistics. The Division of State Police, Uniform 

Crime Reporting Unit, which is located in Trenton, issues an a.nnual compila

tion of crime statistics for the state of New Jersey. It is a very compre

hensive report, much like the federal UCR material, only targeted at political 

and geographical subdivisions of the State of New Jersey. It is notable that 

some 6 pages of the report (it runs to 177 in the 1978 edition) are taken up 

with killings and assaults with police officers as targets. There is absolute

ly no gainsaying the significance of such material, particularly in terms of 

the locale and the change over time in such events. On the other hand, it is 

obvious that the issue of police shootings of suspects and bystanders is also 

a matter of public interest and concern, and it may well be that some atten

tion, if only of a lesser nature, should be accorded the matter in the New 

Jersey report. This should be handled carefully so that there is no implica

tion that such sootings are untoward or unreasonable, because the necessity 

of the killings depends very much upon the individual circumstances and cannot 

be deduced from any aggregate figure. But attention to the matter could have 

ideological, political, and policy importance, if the tabulated material is 

presented so t~at its interpretation does injustice neither tJ the law enforce

ment agenci es nor to the pub 1 i c whi ch mi ght be interested in an accurate and 

deta i1 ed assessment of the matter of pol i ce use of deadly force throughout 

the state. 

--____ . __ ..J 
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Table 29 indicates the information tabulated by the Newark Police De

partment for us in regard to three categories: Total Shots at Persons, Persons 

Killed, and Persons Hit. The seven persons killed by the police over four 

years is, at 1.75 such incidents a year, among the lower totals we have 

encountered. 

[INSERT TABLE 29 HERE] 

Finally, Table 30 presents data on crime statistics for Newark as taken 

from the relevant federal Uniform Crime Reports which were supplied to us by 

the department. 

[INSERT TABLE 30 HERE] 

In Newark, warni ng shots are allowed, but only about four are reported 

to have been used each year. We do not know whether such shots are included 

in the tabul ati ons of the total shots fi red at persons: pres umably, by a 

tight definition, they are not included. The number of persons hit in terms 

of 'che shots reported to be fi red wi th the attempt to in fl i ct i nj ury or death 

seems low compared to other jurisdictions, but the "total shot II figure 

always must be regarded with caution in terms of its likely equivalence 

across departments. 
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TABLE 29 

Tota1 Shots Fired at Persons, Persons Killed and Persons Injured 
Newark: 1976-1979 

---------------------------------------------------------=----
Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total Shots Fired 
at Persons 

37 

41 

23 

43 

Persons Hit 

6 

16 

6 

18 

Persons Ki 11 ed 

1 

4 

1 

1 
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TABLE 30 

Homicides, Robberi es , and Aggravated Assaults 

Newark: 1976w1978 

Year Homicides Robb~ries Aggravated Assaults 

1976 99 3,834 2,309 

1977 92 3,202 2,556 

1978 109 3,682 2,737 

Total 300 10,718 7,602 

-
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NEW YORK C lTY 

In many regards, New York City stands in a grouping all by itself in 

terms of a large number of municipal issues. With a population of almost 

eight million persons, it is the country's largest city. Its total of 24,895 

law enforcement offic~rs compares with the total population of many cities 

in themselves. It is a vast, highly cosmopolitan area in terms of the 

numbers and kinds of individuals found within its boundaries, including a 

large commuting population that pours into the city during the weekday 

working hours. Tourist entrant numbers are large, and the financial trans

actions that are carried out within the boundaries of the city are enormous. 

All told, New York is ;n a category by itself, and it is just as well that 

it comes up at thi slater poi nt in the report so that we can focus primarily 

on things that relate to deadly force in New York that differ from and could 

be useful to other juri sdi cti ons rather than attempting to set out the 

entire panorama of the issue as it is reflected in this unique jurisdiction. 

The violent crime rate of New York, it can be seen from Table 26, is 

1,594, which places the city seventh in the nation, well below Newark, which 
. 
has about one-twentieth New York's population. 

Firearms Discharge Policy. The New York Police Department Policy guide

lines on the use of deadly force are set out, among the documents we have, in 

a 25-page paper that is used for recruit training. The same paper also con

siders use of physical force, an arguable (but perhaps quite useful) combina

tion of the subjects. 

The opening focus of the document is upon justification, with only d 

brief earlier mention of the importance of ,the issue - "use of force against 

another person represents the most serious intrusion possible on his liberty 

and hi s person. II As we have seen elsewhere, there is some emphasi s on the 
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fact that though deadly force ~ be used thi sis not to be taken to mean 

that it should be employed. 

The segment on deadly force follows that on physical force, and it is 

noted in capital letters that YOU MUST KNOW THIS TOPIC THOROUGHLY. There is 

a particularly interesting use of a mnemonic device to convey to the recruits 

the ci rcumstarI'Ces under which they may resort to deadly force against a sus

pect. The term ;s Dr. Bark~. Each of the letters has the following signifi

cation: 0 is for Deadly Physical Force [in this section it is noted that, 

though civilians must retreat, if possible (earlier it had 'been noted that 

they need not leave their domicile), peace officers do not have such an obli

gation]. R stands for robbery; B for burglary; A for arson; R for rape, 

forcible; K for kidnapping; and S for sodomy, forcible. 

The document intermingles the rights of civilians and peace officers to 

employ physical and/or deadly force, also an arguable method of setting out 

the information, since the conditions often vary. significantly and it seems 

uncertain whether the distinctions might at this time be helpful to the 

officer or merely add a degree of confusion to the lesson. Among the materials 

is this interesting case illustration: 

Joe commits a grand larceny, a felony, by stealing a 

ring from the local jewelry store. As he ;s fleeing, 

Police Officer Morton is chasing him. He quickly turns 

and punches the police officer in the face, causing him 

to drop his service revolver. Joe picks it up and con

tinues to run away. P. O. Morton's partner shoots and 

kills Joe. He would be justified in using deadly 

physical force because Joe hac;l CO:1mitted a felony a:1d 
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was armed with a deadly weapon (Officer Morton's gun) 

in the course of escaping. 

There also ;s a caveat to the legal dictates that is written particu w 

larly for the New York City officer: 

The mandate of the law is that deadly physical force 

can only be used when necessary. Thi s means more than 

merely nleeting the criteria listed in the law. In a 

city as large and as densely populated as New York, 

there is valid concern with more than just the fact that 

a particular crime has been committed. We must take 

into consideration our geographical surroundings and the 

people within it •••• 

The police officer must recognize that the Penal Law 

applies uniformly throughout New York State. Actions 

which may be construed as a prudent use of a firea~m in 

a rural community might not be appropriate within the 

confines of a densely populated urban area such as New 

York City. 

Thereafter, rul es desi gned fa,' New York offi cers by the department are 

enunciated. These include: (1) Shooting should be a last I'esortj (2) Don't 

shoot if innocent persons are endangered; (3) Don't fire war:1ing shots; (4) 

Don't fire to summon assistancej (5) Don't shoot at or from a moving vehicle. 

And the conclusion is stated in these terms: 

A police officer should realize that he is unique in our 

society. His areas of responsibility include everything 

from traffic control to delivering of babies. While 

.. 
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performing these diverse tasks he is expected to pro

tect lives and property as well as prevent and arrest 

criminals. He is granted and may use a broad range of 

powers. However, there is no requirement that he use 

all the power he has in every case • 

.. 
The Zaw does not aommand that a poZiae offiaer' use the 

ma:cimwn forae,; it diatates t71at the minimwn amoun.·t; of 

fOr'ae whiah is aonsistent with the aaaompZis~m~nt .of 

his mission shouZd 'Oe used. Tlie maximwn amount shouZa. 

ONLY be used if it oeaomes aosoZuteZy neaessarty. 

[Italics in original.] 

The material on the use of deadly force conel udes with a 39-question 

examination. ~Iost questions are concerned with the IJse of force by civilians, 

and primarily with matters of self-dp.fense. Question 29 is an example of the 

matters raised in regard to the use of deadly force by law enforcement per

sonnel : 

29. The pol ice corner 2 men attempting to kidnap 

another and place them under arrest. One man turns to 

the other, accuses him of alerting the police, and takes 

out a knife. Before he can stab his partner, an officer 

draws his gun and shoots him. Was the officer justified 
• 

in his actions? 

Space is provided for checking either "Yes" or IINo ll (the correct answer 

is "Yes ll
), and the respondent is also asked to explain the reasoning behind 

his or her answer. 
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As some of the other cities have done, New York in its training materi

als tries to conveys some ideas about how to avoid provoking situations which 

might result in the' use of any form of forceful behavior. In New York re

cruits are told that "Derogatory, ethnic, and racial statements should 

be a voi ded. II An offi cer shoul d use fi rm but non-provocat i ve statements: 

"Police, don't move!1I is an example of such a statement, contrary to "Okay, 

dummy, you blew it this time, you're mine." A good example of verbal usage 

is said to be: "Don't move. Use your head. Don't do anything fool ish. 

Just relax, and put that gun down. 1I 

The section on emotionally-disturbed persons, wisely we think, high-

light,s issues of deadly force, and "its summary is worth putting on record: 

The point to be made here is that department policy 

concerning handling the emotionally-disturbed does not 

state or imply that there are no circumstances under 

which the use 'of the firearm may be necessary. The 

Operations Order directs the patrol supervisor to 

establish firearms cont~oZ and to direct that deadly 

physical force not be used unZess somsone's Zifs is in 

i17U'T1ins'1l.t dangs~. Discussion should explore: l. 

Minimizing the chances of a situation becoming imminent

ly life-threatening. How could we do that? 2. Alter

nativ:1!s to usi ng the fi rearm even in some 1 i fe-threaten ... 

ing situations. Can this be done ~;thout endange~ng 

ou~ Zives o~ the Zives of othe~s? How? 3. Are the 

moral, legal, and departmental regulations regarding use 

of deadly force in defense of lives different when we're 
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dealing with an emotionally-disturbed person? [italics 

as in original]. 

A segment of the training materials on Patrol Tactics spends a good deal 

of time spelling out techniques for avoiding the escalation or the creation 

of situations which might eventuate in legitimate use of deadly force. The 

two important "considerations are said to be tactical knowledge and conceal .. 

mente The individual who does the best in these regards is said to be the 

usual "winner, 0, survivor" in police-suspect encounters involving deadly 

force. Tactical knowledge is defined as knowing as much as 'possible about a 

sit uati on before taki ng action to resol ve i t. Instantan~ous response to 

crisis is said to be deeply ingrained and thoughtlessly shared as a value 

among police officers, a debit on their professional ledger, the material 

maintains. In particular, the wal~ning put on record in the New York materi

als ;s against "reflexive action." 

In an interesting aside, the material notes. ~hat in earlier years, if an 

officer lost his gun (that is, had it taken away from him either by a ruse or 

under duress) he was to be penal; zed by the department. Thi s resul ted in 

many officers, humiliated by such a loss, going out to "get one," that is to 

get revenge against this particular offender or another, often by the use of 

deadly or physical force. "Fortunately," it is noted, the disciplinary policy 

that automatically followed a gun loss has been abandoned by the New York 

Police Department, which now ~valuates the situations on a case-by-case basis, 

to determine if there truly was negligence or if the surrender of the gun was 

the best tactic among the alternatives that might have been available to the 

officer. 

There also is among the New York materials a handout on how to deal with 

crimes in progress. ~e include it as Illustration 14. Particularly notable 
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in the materials is the warning against taking action without first de

term; ni ng whether or not a ci vi 1 ian mi ght be a !)ol ice offi cer' out of 

uni form. 

[INSERT ILLUSTRATION 14 HERE] 

Firearms Discharge Statistics. The extent of firearms discharge and the 

consequences of such shooting are indicated in Table 31. The Table shows an 

average of more than 32 suspects killed each year in New York City, extra

ordinarily more than in any other jurisdiction that we have examined. The 

2: 1 rat; 0 of woundi ngs to deaths from offi cer fi re is not far di fferent, 

however. from most cities. 

[INSERT TABLE 31 HERE] 

New York City, more than any other place that we have scrutinized, breaks 

down its shooting statistics (a reasonable activity, given the higher numbers 

with which tabulations can deal), into a number of different categories. We 

have, for instance, an indication of the rank of the officers who have dis

charged weapons during 1977. It comes to one captain; four lieutenants; 36 

sergeants;' 67 detectives; and the remaining 1 ine officers. These figures 
. . 
differ but little from those of the previous year, indicating an established 

pattern that woul d be worth further exami nat i on in terms of the deta i1 s of 

the episodes in which the different ranks were involved. 

The department also tabulates suicides by officers who employ their own 

weapons., There were five such events in 1976 (as against no officers being 

killed by suspects), and two in 1977. 

Table 32 indicates the day of the week for firearms discharges for the 

two years for which complete information was available to us. The quite 

striking variations between 1976 and 1977 are interesting. Most shootings in 
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Illustration 14 

CRIMES IN PROGRESS HAND-OUT 

BEFORE APPROACHING THE SCENE 

When you receive a crime-;n-progress ass; gnment, you and your partner 
shoul d immediately determine the quickest and safest approach to the scene. 

When deciding whether to use your ~oof light and siren, consider if the 
horn woul d do .. the same job. Woul d the si ren warn the perpetrators of your 
approa~h? In the case of an assaul t ; n progress, that mi ght be desi rabl e. 
But genera lly, use of a siren and roof 1; ght s houl d be 1 im; ted. Be aware 
that other department vehicles may also be responding. Accidents are often 
caused when caution is sacrificed for speed. Avoid coming into sight of the 
premises until absolutely necessary. Use parallel streets for your approach. 
Be careful to preserve the element of surprise. It;s one of your few advan
tages. 

THE APPROACH: .. 
Try to observe autos and pedestri ans 1 eavi ng the area. Your quarry may 

still be near. When actually arriving at the scene, NEVER stop in front of 
the location to which you are responding. In addition to obvious dangers to 
you and your partner, it is not good practice to make your presence known 
until absolutely necessary. Avoid slamming the RMP's doorj the noise may be 
a warning. 

Draw (but never cock) your revolver. If two or more radio cars respond, 
deploy yourselves. so that some men enter from the front and, if possible, 
some from the rear. 

I f no crime ; sin progress, the fi rst offi cer on the scene shoul d 
immediately nGtify other units which may be responding in order to reduce the 
possibility of accidents and insure continued coverage of their sectors. 
Realize that calling over a phoney job is a useful ruse for the clever felon 
who desires to pull you out of your sector. 

Remember that fleeing felons will often hide in the immediate area after 
a cri me. Check stores I bus stops, amusement areas, ha 11 ways, all eyways , 
backyards, and other likely places of concealment. ~ 

In all ways keep upper~o~t in your mind that members in civilian clothes, 
Anti-Crime and Detectives on duty, may be responding to the same signal. BE 
SURE TO ESTABLISH THE IDENTITY OF ANYONE YOU HAVE OCCASION TO CHALLENGE, 
BEFORE TAKING ACTION. 

After all assignments, review your individual and team approach to the 
scene with your partner. There is always room for improvement and prior 
consideration of unexpected contingencies. A well designed plan of operation 
will improve your success. 
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TABLE 31 

Firearms Discharges and Consequences: 
New York City, 1976-1978 

Firearms Officers Officers Suspects Suspects 
Year Discharges Ki 11 ed Wounded Kill ed Wounded 

1976 374 0 11 27 81 

1977 414 2 16 30 93 

1978 372 NA NA 40 80 
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the former year, for instance, took place on Thursday, but Thursday was next

to-last among the days in ihe number that occurred by day for 1977. 

[INSERT TABLE 32 HERE] 

A common assumpti on probably waul d be that the most use of deadly 

force would occur on the weekends, particularly on Friday and Saturday 

ni ghts, and over into early Sunday morni ng.. Fri day and Saturday do ac

count for slightly more than what might be expected, but hardly in any par

ticularly notable fashion. And, as mentioned earlier, the discrepancy 
.-

between the two years ;s 'very great. That may well indicate the divorce-

ment of use of firearms from other patterns of criminal activities, that is, 

that such usage is not a function of the level of crime at any particular 

time, or of the kinds of social activities that take place, but is related 

in a much more idiosyncratic fashion to other occurrences within the jur;s-

diction. 

New York also tabulates the discharge of firearms by officer tours of 

duty. The other jurisdiction that does so, it may be recalled, was Kansas 

City. In New York, for both 1976 and 1977, about 45 percent of the inci

dents took pl ace between 160 -and 2400; about 32 percent between 0001 and 

0800; and the remaining 2:.:s percent between 0800 and 1600. These figures; 

as Tabl e 33 shows, are not congruent with those for Kansas City. It can be 

seen that most of the fi rearms di scharges in Kansas Ci ty are in the peri od 

between midnight and early morning; while in New York they take place be

tween four o'clock in the afternoon and midnight. The distinctiveness would 

be the kind of matter of some interest to research workers honing in on 

some of the precise characteristics of those things that bear upon rates of 

firearms discharge and lethal consequences. 

[INSERT TABLE 33 HERE] 
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TABLE 32 

Discharges of Firearms by Day of Week: 
New York, 1976-1977 

Number 
Day 1976 1977 Total Percent 

Sunday 44 51 95 12% 

Monday 53 44 97 12 

Tuesday 49 59 108 14 

Wednesday 60 72 132 17 

Thursday 69 49 118 15 

Frida.y 50 74 124 16 

Saturday 49 65 114 14 

Totals 374 414 788 100% 
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TABLE 33 

Percentage of Firearms Discharges in Eight-Hours Period 
New York and Kansas City 

Period New York Kansas City 

0800-1600 23 33 

16(;0-2400 45 22 

0001-0800 32 44 

.. 
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The months of the year ;n regard to firearms discharges are also avail

able for New York City. We have retabulated the information to conform to 

the ana lyses we di d for San Di ego earl i er in thi s report. Tabl e 34 sets 

forth the information from New York. 

[INSERT TABLE 34 HERE] 
. 

The San Diego information (Table 4) covered shoots at and by police, 

whi ch woul d be a more del ;mited area of the total number of fi rearms di s

charges. It showed, for San Diego, that there was a decline during the last 

four months' of the year, a trend not duplicated in the New York City sta

tistics, where the summer and early fall months clearly have the highest 

number of firearms discharges for the four-year period. But this is largely 

attri butab 1 e to but one of the years, 1977, because ; n each of the other 

three the total for July·September was exceeded by that for at least one of 

the other quarters of the calendar year. 

Revi ew of Shooti ngs'. The r~sponse of the departmenta 1 invest i gati ons 

of shootings are slt out in a comprehensive annual report by the New York 

City Police Department. We will examine one year, 1977, to provide a sense 
. . 
of how these i nci dents genera lly wi nd up_ That year 280 of the 374 fi re-

arms discharges were regarded as no violation of any regulation and 47 were 

defined as accidental. Of the 280~ 256 were dec-r"eed to be in accord with 

departmental policy. Of the remainder, two resultt!d in the officer's being 

ordered to review the law and instructions in regard to discharge of fire

arms; 15 offi cers were mandated to undergo add; tiona 1 fi rearms i nstructi on; 

in one instance it was recommended that the officer's current assignment be 

reviewed. Two officers had tc undergo training other than that related to 

firearms; and eight were di~ciplined for other than firearms violations. 
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TABLE 34 

Firearms Discharge Statistics by Quarterly Periods 
New York: 1976-1979 

Monthl~ Period 1976 1977 1978 1979 Total 

January-Ma rch 92 103 81 84 360 

April-June 97 90 107 73 367 

July-September 90 137 93 97 417 

October-December 95 84 91 110 380 

Totals 374 414 372 364 1124 
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In the 47 instances in whi ch the fi rearms were regarded as bei ng di s

charged in violation of departmental policy, the responses, besides those 

dealing with remedial training, included medical counseling (four cases); 

dismissa1 (three cases); charges and specific.ations (19 cases); and command 

discipline (four cases). In all, the NeVI York Police Department seems to 

either take a~tougher responsive attitude to police firearms discharges than 

those we generally encountered, or to have more discharges meriting tougher 

disciplinary responses. 
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OAKLAND 

We return to the west coast, where we began this inventory with the San 

Diego Police Department, for our final review of a law enforcement agency's 

operations in regard to the use of deadly force. Oakland, in Northern 

California, is a city of slightly more than a third of a million persons, .. 
ranking 42nd in size in the nation. It has one of the highest nonwhite 

populations among the 'large jurisdictions in the country--41 percent. Its 

police per capita ratio of 527.4:1 is an indication of relatively few offi

cers compared to other cities of the same size. Oakland records a very high 

rate of violent crime, fifth in the nation. 

Pol icy Statements. The statements whi ch are used to capture, at 1 east 

,verbally, the ethos of the Oakl and Pol ice Department more than those for 

other units seem to place considerable stress on service, rather than such a 

heavy emphasis on crime control. The departmental policy statement, for 

example, is rather different from virtually all the others we have en-

countered: 

It is the policy of the Department to accomplish the 

police mission as efficiently ard as unobtrusively as 

possible with the highest regard for the human dignity 

and liberty of all persons, and with minimal reliance 

upon the use of physical force and authority • . 
Similarly, a Code of Ethics on the inside cover of the police manual is 

set forth in the following words: 

As a Law Enforcem~nt Officer, my fundamental duty is to 

serve mankind, to safeguard life and ~roperty, to protect 
. . 

the innocent against deception, the weak against oppression 
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or intimidation, and the peaceful against violence or dis

order; and to respect the constitutional rights of all men 

to liberty, equality and justice. 

Indeed the same theme appears in the introduction :0 the training 

manual for the department in which it is observed: 

••• the objective of this recruit school is to'develop 

police officers who are not only technically competent 

and physically prepared, but humanistic as well. 

We need only note bri efly algai n, as a query, our interest in determi n

ing in some detail and with some integrity the possible relationship between 

such statements and other aspects of the pol ice performance in the city in 

which they are enunciated. 

Use of Lethal Force. On February 1. 1980, the Oakland Police Depart

ment issued Bulletin Index No: III-H-1, dealing with use of lethal force. 

The 16-page document is,' in our vi ew, very we 11 put together I so well that 

we have included it with our text as Appendix A. It traces the historical 

background of the use of deadl y force, not i ng at the outset that "one of 
. . 
the most persistent impulses operating in OL," society is the desire for a 

peaceful, tranquil way of 1 ife in which violence ;s not a daily occurrence 

and relationships are not based on fear. II This restatement of the 16th 

Century Hobbes; an Engl; sh phi losophy moves on to a phi 1 osophi ca 1 di scussi on 

of deadly force issues that clearly is on a level that we have not encoun

tered in any materials heretofore. It;s arguable whether the average po

lice officer or recruit would find such materials too erudite and academic, 

or would regard it as flattering and challenging to enter into so abstruse 

a di scourse on the issue. And, of course it; s even more prob 1 emati c to 
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attempt to predict what consequence such respo11se would have on ultimate 

behavior. 

The document further notes that "it is obviously inconsistent with 

[the high ethical purpose of the police service] for any member to use force 

maliciously or frivolously to: 

- a~ance his personal interests; 

- advance the private interests of other persons; 

- exact summary punishment; 

- exact vengeance; or 

- embarrass or humiliate anyone. ll 

A thorough revi ew of ei ght appell ate court cases, the fi rst from 1925 

and the 1 ast from 1977, is incorporated into the report, foll owed by a 

statement of departmental pol icy on when and when not to shoot. The con

clusion ;s set forth in these terms: 

The most difficult decision an offic~ will ever ~ake is 

the decision involving the use of a firearm and the taking 

of a human 1 He. 

When you are under attack or the suspect is attacking 

another person, the decision is less difficult. In the 

case of a fleeing felon, you may use deadly force to efQ 

fect an arrest only after all other reasonable means have 

failed. You~ use 6f such force to bring about the arrest 

rlust take into account the factors specified in Depart

mental policy. Clearly, these involve complex considera

tions which call for you to exercise extremely sound judg

ment under very adverse conditions. In making your deci

cis;on. remember this: It is far better to allow a felon 
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to escape than to use deadly force under inappropriate 

circumstances. The Department will never criticize you 

for deciding ~ to fire. 

Your operating assumption should be that you will ONLY 

shoot after you have considered all the factors inv01ved in 

the Departmental policy, and only after you have decided, 

based upon all of the circumstances, that you have no al-

ternative but to take a human life. 

The 17-page bulletin concludes, ~gain uniquely for the departments 

whose materials we have looked at, with a b'jbliography of intramural and 

scholarly materials relating to the police use of deadly force. 

There are other materials, inc1uding General Orders and bulletins and 

the report of a Citizens' Complaint committee that we have available from 

Oakland. but since these add little to matters that already have been co

vered in some detail, we will not specify their contents • 
. 

Shooting Statistics. The statistics on shootings from the Oakland 

Police Department, as these were supplied to us, are presented in Table 35 • . 
[INSERT TABLE 35 HERE] 

Conclusion 

This section of the report has involved a review of various kinds of ini

tiatives and conditions associated with the police use of deadly force in 14 

~etropo'itan police jurisdictions located in different sections of the United 

States. We will not linger overlong in this concluding section by offering 

a particularly detailed review of the different materials, findings and 

suggestions but rather will attempt to capture in very brief fash~on some 

of the more gereral matters of interest that have impressed themselves upon 
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TABLE 35 

Shots Fired at and by Police OfficLrs 
Oakland: 1977-1979 

Category of Event 1977 1978 1979 

B~ Police Officers 

Suspects killed 2 3 8 

Suspects wounded 10 8 17 

At Police Officers 

Offi cers k i 11 ed 0 0 1 

Officers wounded 2 3 4 

Tota 1 

13 

35 

1 

9 
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us as we have examined the materials. Readers will find very specific kinds 

of procedural and numerical information within each of the reviews of the 

different cities we have scrutinized. Our aim here is to record only a few 

general summary observations. 

First, it is evident from the materials that the larger American police 

jurisdictions with which we have been concerned are decidedly attentive to 

the issue of pol ice use of deadly force. Perhaps the most common newer 

dimension in this attention bears upon the issue of civil liability for mis

use of such' force, with such liability falling upon the municipality, some

times in rather expensive fiscal form. The t8ndency fOI" departments today 

is to, point out to their officers that they too are liable for misuse of 

force, and that they ought to exercise considerable caution before they act. 

Constant wa rni ngs are posed aga i nst preci pi tous behavi or, and i nnumerab 1 e 

attempts made to try to downplay any frontier imagery of the heroic fast

trigger masculine stereotype. 

The direction of the departmental directive without question is to

ward trying to harness in some manner the use of weapons to kill, wound, 
. . 
warn, or otherwise to deal with persons suspected of criminal activity. A 

prom'inent part of this movement is the establishment of Firearms Review 

Boards which are charged with undertaking extensive and often scrupulous and 

detailed investigations into all episodes involving the discharge of fire

arms. These bureaucratic procedures alone probably will contribute toward 

inhibiting officers from fir,ing weapons, if on1y out of an interest in 

avoiding the comprehensive investigation that may follow such an act. 

There is not as yet a highly pronounced emphasis on the subject of le-

thal force in the training or general order materials, in part undoubtedly 

because the subject constitutes a somewhat peripheral, however important, 
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aspect of the day-to-day character of police work. Most officers will spend 

their entire police careers without ever firing a shot outside the target 

range. The training and general order materials, generally quite thorough 

for most departments, are nonetheless of very uneven quality in their clarity, 

persuasiveness, pedagogical rigor, and general comprehensiveness. It would 

seem that dep~rtments could well learn a good deal one from the other, because 

often a particular department is weak in one aspect of its training on deadly 

force but strong in another, with the reverse true in regard to similar 

matters in another department. 

A particularly interesting development is the stressi~g in less than a 

handful of the departments that we surveyed, that no disciplinary action or 

other untoward consequences waul d follow in the wake of a dec';.5 i on by an 

nffi cer not to shoot, even though, pres umab ly, 1 ater revi ew i ndi cated that, 

g'iven the circumstances, he probably ought to have done so. This is, it 

seems to us, a particularly strong posture in re.gard to proscribed restraint 

in the use of deadly force by offi cers, and the consequences of such an 

order probably ought to be investigated with some care. 

At times, strictures against the use of deadly force without. extreme 

caution in regard to a review of the particular circumstances of the event 

is justified by the observation that, if captured, the offender likely would 

be subject to no more than a short term in prison or even lighter treatment, 

and that, in such terms, th~ use of deadly force in an effective manner con

stitutes a terrible irreversible punishment. There also appears in much of 

the material rather dire war'nings about the consequences for the officer's 

own personality were he to take a life, even unaer conditions where no pos

sible alternative seemed to exist. At.the same til71=, it takes little read

ing between the lines in regard to some of the materials to see that the law 



210 

enforcement agencies which issued them have difficulty with what they regard 

as the truculence and the naivete of the publ ic and the courts about the 

threat of crime and criminals. Most often such a sentiment is put into the 

form of a statement that says, in essence : Well, thi sis what the pub 1 i c 

thinks, and we are obligated, however little we like it or believe in it, 

as public servants, to be responsive to public imperatives. The dictate 

is to make the best of a highly imperfect situation, and different depart

ments at times convey this message with varying degrees of gracefulness. 

The reader will undoubtedly have noted that virtually all of the ela

borate documentation regarding. deadly force issued by the different de-
.. 

partments has originated within the past five years or so. The police 

clearly are being formally responsive in the; r writ'cen material s to what 

may be an internal alteration in ethos and/or public concern over lethal 

force matters. The pol ice will not surrender much autonomy ;n regard to 

i nterna 1 rev; ew of what mi ght prove to be breaches of departmental rul es 

with respectd to deadly force epi sodes, but they often set forth extremely 

scrupulous and demanding procedures for examination of such behavior. , 
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INTRODUCTION 

In Training Bulletin III-H, The Use of Non-Lethal Force, the Depart
ment presented an analysis of the use of non-lethal force in ter.ms 
of' an escalating scale of responses to different types of refusals 
to 90mply with lawful authority. In the doctrine propounded there, 
each response corresponds to a different level of intensity of 
resistance; the limitations on the use of non-lethal force axe 
made explicit as a matter of policy. This bulletin extends the 
reasoning presented there to include the legitimate use of lethal 
force and the corresponding limits on it (see Figure 1). 

Lethal force means force likely to produce death or serious (life
threatening) injury. Any incident in which an officer discharges 
a firearm, whether deliberately or accidentally, and whether on or 
off duty, is considered as "the use of lethal force." Anyocca
sion on which an officer uses a firearm or any other weapon which 
causes serious injury or the death of a person involves the use of 
lethal force. 

It is the poZicy of this Department that the ppZiae miss~on shaZZ. 
be. accompZished as efficientZy and as unobtrusiveZy as possibZe J 

with the highest regard for the human dignity and Ziberty of every 
person J and with minimaZ reZiance upon the use of force and auth
ority, It iS J furthermore J the poZicy of this Department that mem
bers shaZZ exhaust every other means of enforcing submission to 
arrest for commission of vioZent feZonies before resorti~g to the 
use of firearms. Lethal force shall be employed only as per.mitted 
by Department policy. 

~he,Purpose of this Training Bulletin is to define Departmental 
policy on the use of lethal force and to examine the historical, 
ethical, legal, and practical issues associated with the subject. 

Lethal' Resistance s. Firearms 
- - - - - - - - - - -
Non-Lethal 4 . The Short or Long Baton* 
Resistance 

I 3. C!:enical !1ace -
2. ?hvsical S t=engt..:' and Skill I 

Ernployed* By O~e or !10re 
Officers 

1. Verbal Persuasion 

- , . 
*May be le~nal l. ~~properly useo. 

Figure 1. The Scale of Options for the Use 0= Force 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

One of the most persistent impulses operating in our society is 
the desire for a peaceful, tranquil way of life in which vio
lence is not a daily occurrence and relationships are not based 
on fear. This aspiration has been so imperfectly achieved --
and so many apparent exceptions to it can be pointed out -- that 
it is perhaps too easily scoffed at. Nevertheless, as a distin
guished stu~ent of the role of the police in society, Professor 
Egon Bittner, has written, "the quest for peace by peaceful means 
.is one of the culture traits of modern civilization." The police 
service as we know it was created to aid in this quest. l 

Professor Bittner invites us to distinguish between modern govern
ments and governments which are not modern on the basis of their 
employment of force. 2 The Roman Empire, for example, attempted 
to achi,eve peace and order along its borders by "humbling the 
haughty;" that is, by the straightforward and relatively uninhib
ited use of force in dealing with its enemies. The laws which 
articulated its domestic policies were similarly harsh ... Roma.n law 
provided for capital punishment in many forms and for severe modes 
of penal servitude (e.g., life imprisonment in the mines or on the 
galleys). Professor Bittner believes that at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century the Western democratic governments began a his
torically new venture in which 

• .. compliance with the demands of po~itical authority 
becarne ... less and less dependent on the direct presence 
of officials and on threats or the exercise of physical 
coercion, and more on the voluntary performance of the 
governed •.. 

This development is intimately connected with a shift of values 
which has enabled humane sentiments to find fuller expression in 
our governmental policy and in ordinary life. We can see examples 
of the beneficial effect of this in such phenomena as the abandon
ment of weapons as part of ordinary masculine dress, the elimina
tion of dueling, the payment of taxes by mail, and the disappear
ance of impressment into the military services. 

1.See Training Bulletin VIII - C.I, The History of Cri~e Prevention. 

2. In this view, modernity is not merely a matter of date. 
in which the right of habeas corpus is absent and in which 
ernment can proceed against its citizens without restraint 
be considered modern. 

- 3 -
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Professor Bittner acknowledges that this tendency is »continu
ously in danger of being overwhelmed by counter-tendencies." But, 
he continues, 

... the overall tendency is not merely to withdraw the 
basis of legitimacy for all forms of provocative vio
lence, but even from the exercise of provoked force 
required to meet illegitimate attacks. Naturally this 
is not possible to a full extent. At least, it has 
not been possible thus far. Since it is impossible to 
deprive responsive force entirely of legitimacy, its 
vestiges require special forms of authorization. 

Such forms of "responsive force" are found in three areas: 

• Self-Defense. The right of self-defense 3 has been con
siderably circumscribed, but it remains valid in cer
tain specified circumstances. 

• custodial Institutions. In certain settings (~., 
mental hospitals, prisons) specially deputized per
sons are allowed, within limits, to proceed against 
specifically named personss 

• The Police. The function of the police is to inter
vene in situations where force may be needed to 
impose a solution to a problem in its "native habi
tat." 

Professor Bittner describes the unique role of the police in these 
terms: 

... once an officer feels justified in making an arrest 
he has the duty to overcome the suspect's resistance and 
he may not retreat in the face of risks ,or threats of 
retaliation. The authorization and the obligation to 
use force on the basis of no more -than reasonable belief 
that the undertaken action is justified is the exclusive 
monopoly of the police. No other official in any branch 
of civil government has this right or duty. 

Professor Bittne~ states that this "exclusive monopoly" is by no 
~eans unconditional: 

3.Stated, as regards justifiable homicide by a private citizen, in 
P.C. Section 197. 

- 4 -
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... the fundamental maxim of the methodical exercise 
of coercion by the police is that, just as society 
as a whole attempted to restrict the legitimate use 
of force by creating a special institution, so, in 
turn, resorting to it in police practice (the police) 
must be restricted to an unavoidable minimum ... This 
objective can be attained only by making the use of 'coer
cion a technical element of professional peace keeping 
and cri~e control. 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATION~ 

The high ethical purpose of the police service in Oakland is set 
forth by the Manual of Rules in the follow'ing words: 

.•. members shall at all times take appropriate action 
to protect life and property, preserve the peace, pre
vent crime, detect and arrest violators of the la\'l, 
and enforce all Federal, State, and City laws and ord
inances coming within Departmental jurisdiction. 

It is obviously inconsistent with this purpose, and therefore un
ethical, for any member to use force maliciously or frivolously 
to: 

• advance his personal interests; 

• advance the private interests of other persons; 

I. exact swnmary punishment; 

• exact vengence; or 

• embarrass or humiliate anyone. 

Hence the injunctions in Training Bulletin III - H, The Use of 
Non-Lethal Force, against unnecessary force, malicious judgment, 
psychological abuse, and physical abuse. These injunctions apply 
even more stringently to the improper and unlawful use of lethal 
force. 

In this, the policy of the Department is at one with the will of 
the people as expressed through the law. It is hardly necessary 
to note that the intentional, wrongful shooting of a person can 
subject a police officer to punishment for homicide, indic~~ent_ 
for a civil rights violation, civil dama~es for wronaful death, 
or civil damaaes for a civil'riqhts viol~tion. -- -

- 5 -
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COM.~ON LAW 

In our ancient common 'law the primary dis tinction was between fel
onies and misdemeanors. The felonies were: 

• homicide, • robbery, 

• rape, • burglary, 

• arson, • larceny, 

~, mayhem, • sodomy. 

All other crimes were misdemeanors. The punishment mandated for a 
felony was death. Punishments for misdemeanors included mutila
tion and the infliction of physical pain. The common law allowed 
peace officers greater scope in the use of lethal force to appre
hend persons suspected of felonies than does modern law partly be
cause (in the case of fleeing or resisting felons, at least) death 
at the hands of the officer was considered merely a more rapid 
carrying out of the inevitable sentence on a person who, by his 
act, had forfeited the right to life. such drastic measures, how
ever, did not apply to misdemeanants. There was a rough equival
ency between the punishments inflicted by the law and the degree 
of force officers were allowed to employ. Lethal force was re
stricted to the most serious offenses. Common law did not author
ize letha.J.. force j~.9 preyent_ th~. escape of a misdemeanant. 

Modern law distinguishes between felonies, misdemeanors and in
fractions. It has multiplied the number of felonies (as well as 
misdemeanors) but at the same time it has established many differ-

. en~ degrees of punishment for them. The number of felonies for 
which death is considered a proper punishment has dwindled, and 
the death penalty itself is rarely applied. Mutilation a~d physical 
pain have been eliminated altogether as punishments for misdemean
ors. Infractions are not punishable by imprisonment. The tendency 
of these developments has been to undermine the usefulness of the 
distinction between a misdemeanor and a felony as a guide to the 
use of lethal force. 

In an article which appeared in the'Journal of California Law 
EnforCement, _ S~eve Van Meter noted th"a"t..-:-:-:a-policy based on'the 

'dangerousness of a suspect confronted by police is preferable to one 
based on the nature of the original offense (the felony/misdemeanor 
rule)." The reason for this is that the officer is then free to 
concentrate on "the immediate issues: whether the subject is armed, 
whether the arrest can be effected without the use of deadlv force, 
and whether allowing the suspect to escape \·,0 .... 1d endanger others ... " - -._--. ~ ... 

- 6 - .~. 
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STATUTORY AND CASE LAW 

The special forms of authorization for the use of. force referred 
to earlier which pertain to police officers are found in two sec
tions of the Penal Code. 

Penal Code Section 835a states: 
.. 

Any Peace Officer who has reasonable cause to believe 
that the person to be arrested has committed a public 
offense may use reasonable force to effect the arrest, 
to prevent escape, or to overcome resistance. 

A Peace Officer who makes or attempts to make an arrest 
need not retreat or desist from his efforts by reason 
of the resistance or threatened resistance of the person 
being arrested, nor shall such officer be deemed an 
aggressor or lose his right to self-defense by the use 
of reasonable force to effect the arrest, or to prevent 
escape, or to overcome resistance. 

The law provides, them, that "reasonable" force may be used to 
restrain or effect custody of an offender. But what, in concrete 
terms, is "reasonable?" Resistance to lawful authority takes 
many forms. What force is "reasonable" in one situation, exces
sive in an",ther? These questions, Which were asked of non-lethal 
force in Training Bulletin III - H, are now to be addressed in 
the context of lethal for~e. 

Penal Code Section 196 states: 

Homicide is justifiable when committed by public officers 
and those acting by their command in their aid and assist
ance, either --

1. In obedience to any judgment of a competent court; or 

2. When necessarily committed in overcoming actual resist
ance to the execution of some legal process, or in the 
discharge of an¥ other legal duty; or 

3. Nhen necessarily committed in retaking felons who have 
been rescued or have escaped, or when necessarily 
committed in arresting persons charged with felony, 
and who are fleeing from justice or resisting such 
arrest. 

The guidel~nes justifying the use of lethal force by police of~i
cers in the pursuit of fleeing f.lons are provided bv the deci-
sions found in case law. • 

- 7 -
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Development of Case Law: Eiqht Cas_~ 

The meaning of the statutes, as propounded in the decisions of 
the courts, changes from time to time. In the instance of P.C. 
Section 196, a series of important changes have taken place, cul
minating in Kortum v. Alkire and Peterson v. Long Beach, which have 
restricted the use of lethal force in pursuit of fleeing felons. 

1. Murphy v. Murray (1925). An officer responded to a burglary 
call. while he was questioning the occupant of the house, two 
men fled the premises. On his order to halt, one stopped, the 
other fled into a nearby grove of trees. The officer fired 
into the trees, striking someone and causing his death. It 
subsequently was discovered 'l!hat the dead person was a 16-year 
old boy who had been engaged in a halloween prank completely 
unrelated to the burglary. 

The boy's parents sued for wrongful death, and lost the case. 
The Appellate Court ruled that the officer had acted properly 
under the circumstances. In its decision the Court made the 
following statement: 

When a police officer is seeking to arrest one charged 
with a crime, he is not acting in self-defense, but in 
defense of the state. The law requires him to make 
arrests under certain circumstances, and if he merely 
assumes the position of a private citizen protecting 
himself against harm, he is neglectful of the duty 
imposed upon him and is open to censure therefore .•. 

When a peace officer acting under this authority makes 
an arrest of one who afterward proves not to have com
mitted a felony, or when in attempting to make such an 
arrest he cauaes injury to the party arrested, h.is 
liability for damages therefore depends upon the ques
tion whether he acted in good faith and had reasonable 
grounds for believing that the person did commit the 
felony. 

2. People v. James (1961). A wife killed her husband because he 
was. about to beat her. The Supreme Court upheld her conviction 
and indicated that her anticipation of a misdemeanor assault 
upon her person did not justify her use of deadly force. 

3. People v. Ceballos (1974). The defendant was convicted of 
assault with a deadly weapon after a teenage burglar had been 
wounded by a "trap gun" in the defendant's garage. The "trap 

- gun" had been set up to protect the garage from burglary. In 

- 8 - _ 
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'addition to disapproving of "trap guns" for any purpose, the 
Supreme Court further found that the use of any deadly force 
by a homeowner in this instance would have been unjustified. 
The burglary attempt occurred in the daytime and was limited 
to the homeowner's garage. The Court characterized the bur
glary attempt as a "nonviolent felony." The justices felt 
that deadly force is justified only where a violent felony 
occurs; that is, one which is "forcible and.atrocious" or. 
otherwise creates a reasonable belief that death or serious 
bodily harm is threatened . 

People v. Piorkowski (1974). The defendant, who was not a 
police officer, had seen three youths in a dry cleaning-store 
and observed one of them climb over the counter. After they 
left the store, the manager discovered her wallet missing 
from her purse, which had been behind the counter. The defend
ant told the woman to call the police while he chased· the 
youths. Nhen pe caught up to them, he pulled a pistol from 
his holster and ordered them to halt. Two cOIuplied, but one 
continued his flight. A struggle ensued and Piorkowski's pis
tol discharged into the third boy's head. When police arrived, 
they recovered the stolen wallet from the wounded boy, who died 
shortly thereafter. The defendant was convicted of voluntary 
manslaughter, his conviction was affirmed, and his use of 
deadly force disapproved with the following statement: 

, 
The principle that deadly force may be directed toward 
the arrest of a felon is a correct statement of law only 
where the felony committed is one which threatens death 
or great bodily harm. 

5. Long Beach Police Officers Association v. City of Long Beach 
(1976). The Police Officers Association brought suit against 
the city because of a regulation in the Department manual 
which limits the use of firearms to situations where a serious 
risk exists that the person whose arrest is sought will cause 
death or serious bodily injuries if apprehension is delayed. 
The Appellate Court upheld the regulation, reasoning that P.C. 
Sections 196, 197, and 83Sa, as interpreted by the courts, 
imposed certain 'limitations on the use of deadly force but did 
not forbid "a more cautious use of de·adly force by the local 
police agencies than permitted by the code section. 1I The 
court also noted that the great expansion of offenses now 
defined as felonies has caused the Appellate Courts to limit 
the use of deadly force to felonies which are Itforcible and 
atrocious;" that is, these which threaten death or gl.'eat bodily 
harm. 

- 9 -
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6. Vallas v. citv of Chula Vista (1976). As in the Lonq Beach 
case, the court approved local "shooting regulations r1 ..... hich 
are more restrictive than P.C. Section 196. Both rulings 
indicated that such local regulations could be used as a 
guide for officers within the subject jurisdictions but did 
not serve to limit the use of deadly weapons as permitted by 
state law. 

7. Kortum v. Alkire (~977). A taxpayer's suit challenged the 
legality of a regulation issued by the Pleasant Hill Police 
Department. The regulat.ion indicated that an officer was 
never justified in using deadly force to stop the flight of 
a misdem~anant, but it did authorize the use of deadly force 
when necessary to apprehend a "fleeing felon.1I The regula
tion further stated: 

Before shooting at the fugitive, the officer should 
make every effort to let him know that he is being 
sought by an officer of the law. It is important 
that the officer use his gun only as a last resort. 

The trial court held that the regulation WAS consistent with 
P.C. Section 196. The Appellate Court also upheld the regu
lation, but only by "l'ewriting ll it -- and P.C. Section 196. 

The Appellate Court studied recent developments in the law 
relative to the use of force by private citizens (James, 
Ceballos, and Piorkowski, summarized above). Recognizing 
that these cases applied to private citizens, it decided, 
nevertheless 1 that Long Beach Police Officers Association 
v. City of Long Beach extended their reach to police oifi-

. cers. Thus the Court felt enabled to alter the criteria 
stated in MurEhy v. Murray. Its finding in Kortlli;,\ v.'" 

. Alkire was that: 

.•. the California Penal Code, as construed by the 
courts of this state, prohibits the use of deadly 
force by anyone, including a police Qfficer, 
against a fleeing felony suspect unless the fel
ony is of the violent variety; i.e., a forcible 
and atrocious one which threatens death or serious 
bodily harm, or there are other circumstances 
which reasonably create a fear of death or serious 
bodily harm to the officer or to another. 

8. Peterson v. Long Beach (1977). In 1972 a Long Beal:'h police 
officer shot and killed Peterson. At the time of the kill~._ 
ing Peterson was running from his apartment. The of~icer 

- 10 -



• ...... - .• ,.' ._. .•• _ .. _---,.- -----~-:--....,. '''-.~- -:---:-:--:-------"-:::.-..;..:. -=--"'-' . ..:.-'_ ..... 
" 

A-ll 

III - H.l 

had responded to a radio call erroneously reporting a bur
glary in progress at the apartment. He approached with gun 
drawn. Peterson fled and was shot in the head. The offi
cer had had no report of, nor did he see, any weapons, vio
lence, or threat of violence at the apartment. Peterson's 
parents sued the officer and his Department for wrongful 
death. The trial court ruled that the officer's use of 
deadly ~orce was jUstifiable. It found that, while the offi
cer failed to comply with certain guidelines for discharge 
of a firearm by a police officer contained in the depart
ment's manual, such guidelines did not constitute a minimal 
standard of care for the use of firearms and that failure to 
comply with them therefore did not constitute a negligent or 
wrongful act so long as the officer's conduct was within the 
permissible limits of the Penal Code, and his conduct was 
within such limit. 

The Supreme Court reversed. The court held the police depart
ment manual contained regulations of' a public entity within 
the meaning of Evidence Code Section 66~(a), which provides 
"the failure of a person to exercise dlle care is presumed if 
•.• (he) violated a '" regUlation of a public entity ••• " The 
court held Evidence Code section 669 applied, and the pre
sumption of failure to exercise due care arose because the 
death "resulted from an occurrence of the nature of which 
(compliance with the guideline) was designed to prevent." 
Since the officer'S violation of the guidelines raised a pre-
sumption of negligence, the court held he could not be fre~d 
from liability without a judici.al :i:nquiry as to whether he 
could successfully rebut the presumption. 

As the law now stands in regard to fleeing felons, P.C. Section 196 
must be understood to mean that officers have the authority to use 
lethal force to apprehend a-fleeing felon only when the crime is a 
Iffelony of the violent variety." Furthermore, because of the Su
preme Court's decision in Peterson v. Lona Bea~h, Departmental Gen
eral Order K-3, Discharae of Fireams, has become the "standard of 
negligence" for this Department. Failure to follow the provisions 
of G.O. K-3, even though acting within the limits of Penal Code 
Section 196, has implications in terms of civil litigation for the 
City, the Department, and the officer. 

DEPARTMENTAL POLICY: NHEN AND NHEN NOT TO SHOOT 

Departmental policy on the use of firearms is stated in General 
Order K-3, DISCHARGE OF FIREAru!S. This order is based on a careful 
consideration of the meaning of corrmon law, statutory law, and case 
law. It gives full recognition to the fact that the most serious 
decision an officer ever has to make is whether to take a human 
life. . 

- 11 -
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When Firearms May Be Discharged 

General Order K-3 provides that when all other available means 
have failed, firearms may be discharged in the performance of a 
police duty under the following circumstances: 4 

.1. When an officer must defend his or her life. 

2. When an officer must defend another person's life. 

3. v7hen an officer must capture or prevent the escape 
of an aduft who, the officer has reasonable cause 
to believe, has committed a dangerous or violent 
felony. 

Points 1 and 2 above, relating to defense of life, are not subject 
to qualification or exception. When all other available means 
have failed, an officer engaged in the performance of a police 
duty'has an absolute right to employ firearms to defend his or her 
own life. Similarly, an officer who has used every other avail
able means to protect the life of an innocent person from a crim
inal has a right to resort to the use of firearms. When necessary, 
the decision may be made instantly. 

As used in Point 3, relating to capturing or preventing the escape 
of a person who has 'commi tted a dangerous or violent fe1(;ny, 
"adult" means a person 18 years of age or older. The officer's 
knowledge of or belief as to the person's age may be based upon 
factors such as his previous knowledge of the person, his observa
tions of the person's appearance, or upon reliable information pro
vid~d by other persons. 

Point 3 is subject to the following qualifications and e~ceptions: 

(a) An officer may not discharge a firearm tt~J cap
ture or prevent the escape of an adult who has 
committed a dangerous or violent felony, if, 
based upon the attendant circumstances, the 
officer has reason to believe that the dis
charge may endanger the lives of passersby 
or other people not involved in the crime. 

4.This General Order is revised by Special Orders when necessary 
to bring it into conformity \vi th court decisions. It also pro
vides for the use of firearms at an approved range and for the 
disposition of seriously wounded or dangerous animals. 

- 12 -
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(b) An officer may not discharge a firearm to 
capture or prevent the escape of an adult 
who the officer has reasonable cause to 
believe has committed a non-violent felony, 
~uch as burglary, automobile theft, or a . 
felony violation of the Vehicle Code. 

Nhen Firec;trms Shall Not Be Discharged 

III - H.l 

In addition to the limitations specified in (a) and (b) above, 
firearms shall not be discharged under the following circum
stances: 

1. As a warning. 

2. At a person known or believed by the officer 
to be a minor (unier the age of 18) .• 

3. In any misdemeanor case. 

4. From a moving vehicle. 

5. At a moving or fleeing vehicle. 

Points 4 to 5 above are all qualified by the same exception: 
self-defense or defense of another per~on. 

General Considerations 

Broadly speaking, Departmental policy considers that there are two 
categories of situations in which the use of lethal force may be 
necessary: 

( 1) 

( 2) 

in defense of an officer's life or some 
other person's life; and 

in attempting to apprehend a person who 
is committing a dangerous or violent fel ony 5 
or who has committed such a felony and is 
fleeing. 

5.Note inclusion of persons in :ha aa~ o~ co~~~::~nc a dangerous 
or violent felony. An officer is justified in usIng dead11 
force in order to interrupt or pre\'en t the consur.u~a tion of a 
dangerous or violent felony. 

- 13 -
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Category 1: Defense of Life. As regards this category, the 
officer should evaluate whether the situation he perceives as pos
ing a deadly threat possesses all of the following elements: 

(a) ability by the suspect to inflict grave bodily 
injury; 

(b) opportunity for the suspect to do SOi and 

(c) given the suspect's ability and opportunity, 
jeopardy to police officers or other people. 

A situation in which these elements are present requires, in the 
words of the Manual of Rules, that officers take "appropriate 
action to protect life and property." It constitutes the type 
of situation for which P.C. section 835(a) mandates the use of 
"reasonable force" and stipulates that the officer "need not 
retreat or desist from his efforts by reason of the resistance 
of the person being arrested" and that the officer shall not 
"be deemed an agg:r'essor or lose his right to self-defense by the 
use of reasonable force •.. " Note that the Penal Code uses the 
words "need not retreat" rather than "may not retreat," the words 
used by Professor Bittner, when speaking of the officer's response 
to threats or resistance by "the person being arrested." Neither 
the law nor the Department requires any officer to behave in a 
foolhardy manner or to indulge in "false heroics." Many times it 
is better for an officer to take cover rather than to refuse to 
"retreat" when lethal resistance is offered. This is in accord 
with current firearms training, which advocates always moving to 
a "position of advantage" in any situation where gunfire will 
occur. 

A situation in which the factors of ability, opportunity and 
jeopardy are present also meets the standards of common law for 
the possible application of lethal force because the serious dan
ger presented by the suspect is clearly evident, and to resolve 
the situation the officer must determine whether the suspect is 
armed, and whether the arrest can be made without the use of 
deadly force. 

If the suspect's behavior is such that the officer must employ 
lethal force, the resulting death would be justifiable homicide 
within the meaning of P.C. Section 196. 

Category 2: Aoorehension of Persons in the Act of 
Dangerous or Violent Felonies and Fleeing Felons. 
this category, the officer should consider whether 
conditions exist: 

- 14 -
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(a) there is probable cause to believe the person 
is committing or has committed a dangerous or 
violent felony involving the use of deadly 
force;i 

(b) the person is an adult; 

(c) the lives of people not involved in committing 
the ~ffense will ~ be endangered; and 

(d) all other available means of apprehending the 
person have failed. 

III - H.l 

When all of these conditions exist, the modifications of Penal 
Code section 196 by case law, as it relates to prohibiting the 
use of lethal force to apprehend persons who have committed fel
onies which are not normally of the "violent and atrocious" kind 
(such as burglary), have been satisfied, and the use of lethal 
force by an officer would be justifi~~le both within the meaning 
of P.C. Section 196 and Departmental policy . 

Do not'assume that all situations will clearly fit - or remain -
in one category or the other. Frequently, a suspect in the act 
of fleeing after committing a dangerous or violent felony will, 
at the moment of capture, turn on the pursuing officer and offer 
resistance to arrest. The problem which arises when such a sus
pect makes a "furtive movement" is an intrinsically difficult 
issue to treat. On the one hand, an officer is not expected to 
let a suspect fire the first shot -- but on the other, more is 
required to justify an officer shooting at a suspect than the 
officer's mere "hunch" or a suspect's vague movement. There 
must be an artiauZabZe deadly menace in the suspect's behavior; 
that is, something that can be described to a reasonable person. 

Drawing Your Firearm 

There is a great difference between drawing a firearm and dis
charging it. Even though there are only specified cases in 
which you may fire a weapon, the only Departmental constraint on 
drawing it is that it be drawn in the accomplishment of a police 
.purpose. If you feel your life may be at risk, you may draw 
your weapon at any time and keep it drawn until you are assured 
you have no need to defend yourself. 

It should be clearly understood, then, that you may draw your 
weapon in any incident in which you believe there is a need to 
defend yourself against a possible deadly attack, including bur
glaries, automobile thefts, and felony violations of the Vehicle 

- 15 -
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Code -- felonies which are not typically "dangerous or violent" 
as well as in misdemeanor cases; however, drawinq your revoZver 
at any time shouZd be based on your pooa judpment. 

Although this Bulletin deals with limitations on your use of 
lethal force, it is not intended that any suspect should ever be 
allowed to be the first to use a weapon in a confrontation. As 
noted previously, nothing in this Bulletin should be understood 
as imposing a d:i.sadvantage on any officer in what could be a life 
or death situation. 

Cocking Your Weapon. 

While you may draw your weapon at any time in the accomplishment 
of a police purpose, do not cock it unless you intend to shoot 
at long range. 

Unintentional discharges have occurred while members were carry
ing ~ocked revolvers in "combat" situations. For this reason, 
double action shooting is recommended for most occasions when it 
is necessary to draw a revolver. When single action shooting is 
appropriate, weapons should be cocked just before the moment of 
firing. (Single action shooting has little practical value ex
cept whore long distances are involved and extreme accuracy is 
desirable.) A cocked revolver creates an unnecessary danger when 
it becomes-necessary to pursue a fleeing suspect or to use your 
hands to complete an apprehension. Further, it is extremely dif
ficult as well as hazardous to physically subdue a resisting sus
pect while holding a handgun, cocked or uncocked. (It is also 
l:lnnecessarily dangerous to attempt to handcuff an unresisting 
suspect ~hile holding an uncocked revolver.) While it is often 
proper and necessary to approach a potentially dangerous situa
tion with your weapon in your hand, uncocked revolvers have been 
discharged when being carried by members who stumbled, fell, or 
were startled and pulled the trigger involuntarily. 

Because of its greater firepower, a shotgun should be kept on 
safe until the moment before it may be necessary to fire. 

CONCLUSION 

~he most difficult decision an officer will ever make is the deci
sion involving the use of a firearm and the taking of a human life. 

When you are under attack or the suspect is attacking another per
son, the decision is less difficult. In the case of a fleeing 
felon, you may use deadly force to effect an arrest only after all 
other reasonable means have failed. Your use of such force to 

- 16 -
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bring about the arrest must take into account the factors speci
fied in Departmental policy. Clearly, these involve complex con
siderations which call for you to exercise extremely sound judg
ment under very adverse conditions. In making your decision, 
remember this:. It is far better to allow a felon to escape than 
to use deadly force under inappropriate circumstances. The 
Department w~ll never criticize you for deciding not to fire. 

Your operating assumption should be that you will ONLY shoot after 
you have considered all the factors involved in Departmental pol
icy, and only after you have decided, based upon all of the cir
cumstances, that you have no alternative but to take a human life. 
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PREFACE 

This volume of the Final Report contains our theoretical position and a 

summary of previous research in the area of the police use of deadly force. 

It also contains an overview of the methods used by society to maintain a 

balance among desires that often compete: minimum loss of citizen life, 

even that of a citizen who has committed a criminal act; minimum loss of life 

of pol ice offi cers; and ma i ntenance of the general peace in the community, 

including the minimization of criminal activity and of civil strife. These 

methods of control take the principal forms of statutory law, case law, and 

administrative law. 

Evident throughout the discussions in this volume--as well as those in 

Volume III--will be, first, our focus upon the individual police officer 

rather than upon the police as a social entity, and, second, our emphasis 

upon the politics of the social control of deadly force. While not exactly 

uncommon in the human context, generally, the tendency seems parti cu'l arly 

great in this area for pronouncements and positions to be given as of divine 

origin when the smoke is hardly out of the eyes of advocates from the rooms 

where the political decisions were made • 

. . 
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AUSTRACT 

While the emphasis in this article is upon physical force on by the 

police officers, the perspective adopted is one of a transaction affected by 

police characteristics, citizen characteristics, and their interactions in a 

given setting. The violent police-citizen encounter, moreover, is considered 

a development~ process in which successive decihlions and behaviors by eithe~ 

police officer or citizen, or both, make the vio'lent outcome more or less 

likely. The emphasis upon mutual contributions 'in the encounter carries 

policy implications that have not always been carefully considered in the 

past. 
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INTRODUCTION . 

Any consideration of the violent encounter between pol ice officer and 

citizen must recognize that pol Ice officers are human beings and products of 

the broad American scene. That is, the factors that trigger violence between 

Neighbor A and Neighbor B, or between Spouse C and Spouse 0, or between Bar .. 
Patron E and Bar Patron F, when none of the participants is a police officer, 

can equally do so whp.n one in each such pair is a sworn officer. We have, 

for example, the following account in the Los Angeles Times: 

At 1:15 a.m. [Long Beach Detective Sgt.] Sutton, 

on his way home from duty on his personal motorcycle, 

was waiting for a red light to change at 3rd Street 

and Redondo Avenue. 

A man pulled up beside the officer on a lO-speed 

bicycle and ask~d, "Have you got a problem?" 

"No," Sutton said. 

The man got off his bicycle and pushed Sutton's 

motorcycle over, knocking Sutton down and pinning one 

of his legs beneath the machine. Then the man began 

beating the downed and hebless officer in tl1e face 

with his fists, kicking him. 

Without a word, the ~an picked up his bicycle and . 
started to walK it away. Sutton worked his leg out 

form under his motorcycle. He Dulled out hi$ badge and 

gun and ran to the man. 

As Sutton identified himself as a police~an, the man 

picked up his bicycle and hurled it against the officer, 
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again knockin~ him down. Once more, the man began 

beating Sutton. 

Sutton began to lose consciousness from the blows 

and, fearing the man would grab his revolver if he 

passed out, he raised the gun and fired one shot at 

the man ••• [ana killed himJ • 

••• Sutton is bearded and was wearing street clothes 

when attacked, so it is doubtful the assailant could 

have idehtified him as a policeman. l 

It should be noted that recent investigators of the use of deadly force 

by pO,l ice officers have found that as many as one-fourth of shootings by 

police involve off-duty officers. 2 

POLICE AND CITIZEN CHARACTERISTICS 

But more important'than broad human characterlstics in any analysis of 

violent encounters between police officers and citizens are the unique char

acteristics of police officers and their likely opponents, as well as t.he 

special circumstances in which such violence is likely to occur. Thus, even 

in the case of the previous incident reported in the Los Angeles Times, th~ 

armed Sgt. Sutton may have conveyed to the aggressor a certain air--perhaps 

of contempt, special indignation, or superiority--stemming from his sense of 

personal. identity as a pol ice officer. 

The Police Officer 

Certain individuals choose to become police officers, and from that set 

of individuals a subgroup is selected, in accord with particular criteria, 

for recruit training. To illustrate one possible outcome of the process--in 
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New York City in the early 1960s--McNamara stated, liAs a result of recruit

ing, the selection program, and the self-selection of candidates, newly 

appointed patrolmen tended to be primarily from the 1 ower-middl e-cl ass seg

ments of the population. u3 The conclusion regarding general personality 

characteristics as a result of selection is more uncertain. On the one 

hand Lefkowit~ states: 

Almost all those who have researched and/or expressed 

opinions on the matter have concluded that policemen 

tend to be a conservative conventional group, concerned 

with maintaining the status quo ••• It is difficult to 

believe, although little data exi~t which bear on the 

question, that the nature of the ro1e and institution 

do not result in a significant degree of self-Selection 

and organizational selection in this ~~gard prior to 

such departmental expo3ure. 4 
. 

But others argue that police recruits have distinct personality features 

only to the extent that the social groups from which they come have distinct 
. 

personality features. 5 That P9sition is strengthened by findings similar to 

those of. McNamara regard~ng lower-middle-class backgrounds for police offi

cers in more recent years an~ in many other departments. 

Once selected, the individuals are assimilated into a police culture by 

formal training, by supervis'ion, and by informal peer socialization. Arguing 

for the powerful effects of the process, Niederhoffer states: 

It seems to me that the above data and conclusions 

support the notion that police authoritarianism does 

not come into the force alonq with the recruits, but 

rather is i ncul cated in the men through· st renuous 
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socialization. The police occupational system is geared 

to manufacture the "take charge guy," and it succeeds 

in doing so with outstanding efficiency. It is the 

police system, not the personality of the candidate, 

that is the more powerful determinant of behavior and 

ideology.6 

The concept of "police personality," whether from selection or sociali

zation, usually includes several features in addition to authoritarianism-

among them are cynicism, bi~otry, conservatism, group loyalty, and secretive

ness. Those who assume the existence of a pol ice personal ity on the basis 

.of constructs of that type often use rather simplistic reasoning in explain

ing police violence--a person who is authoritarian, cynical, and bigoted 

according to this view is believed to have a higher probability of violence, 

especially against members of minority groups.? 

Balch, among others, argues against that type of explanation, stating, 

" ••• the evidence--by its very inconsistency~ if nothing else--does not indi

cate the existence of a police per'sonality, authoritarian or otherwise."B 

Whether or not one f~nds it useful to infer the existence of enough structure 

to qual i fy as a II po 1 ice personal i ty, II there are indeed certa; n broad charac

teristics that are found more consistently among officers than in other 

occupati onal groups and that appear deri ved from the un; que rol e and 1 He 

experiences of the police officer. As Muir observed: 

It is the qualitatively significant moments in life 

that make a difference, that affect the policeman to 

the marrow of his bones just as such moments affect 

anyone deeply. Those significant moments for the 
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policeman involve power, retaliation, fear, and severe 

moral stress. 9 

Let us consider two widely reported police traits that seem to stem from 

the unique rOle of the police officer, and relate these to the likelihood of 

violence. The first is sensitivity to status. Westley has discussed the 

relationship I:retween police authority and pO'f/er, on the one hand, and the 

need to maintain respect, on the other hand, by violent means if necessary. 

He found that reponses of police officers to a question regarding the 

appropriateness of force: 

••• have in common the feeling that the use 0f force 

is called for when the policeman is treated in a derog

atory fashion; when he is pushed around, spit at, and 

made a fool of, called a filthy name." 

In addition, he found that: 

The presence of an audience seems to -be the ultimate 

incentive to the use of force in one sense. The police

man who is insulted in front of an audience feels that 

his prestige is really dropping. 12 

The second of the two traits, suspiciousness, stems, according to 

Skolnick, from danger and fear in encounters with citi~:ens.13 He describes 

the relationship between suspiciousness and the likelihood of violence as 

foll ows: 

.o.a young man may suggest that threat of violence to 

the policeman by his manner of walking or "strutting," 

the insolence in the demeanor being registered by the 

policeman as a possible preamble to later attack. 

Signs vary from area to area, but a youth dressed in a 
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black leather jacket and motorcycle boots is sure to 

draw at least a suspicious glance from a policeman. 14 

Tht2 Citizen 

The target of physical force by a police officer is not likely to be an 

old lady, a teenager at an exclusive boarding school, a minister of an Ep,is

copalian church, or a ballerina. It is most likely to be a black or Hispanic 

male, between the ages of 16 and 30. Fyfe, for example, found that more 

than half of the shooting opponents in his relevant data set were under 24 

years old, and 81 percent were black or Hispanic. 1S 

There are obviously many factors that can trigger physical force from a 

polic,e officer, but two stand out in the research literature, and both are 

associated with youth and minority group membership. First, there is the 

issue of actual or perceived threat--danger. As Ferracuti and Newman have 

reported, "That assaultive crimes, such as homicide, are preduminantly crimes 

of young males from the'ir late teens to their early 305, is now well estab

lished." 16 The same writers report ratios of young black to young white 

arrest rates for four types of assaultive crime varying from 8:1 to 20:1. 17 

Further, Fyfe, i,1 his study of police shootings, found that 61 percent of 

black opponents--of the officers--carried handguns, rifles, machine guns, or 

shotguns, compared with 36 percent for white opponents. 18 

The relatively high probability of potential violence in such encounters 

is exace,rbated for the pol ice offi cer by the fact that for many ghetto youths, 

the pol iceman has become a symbol of all that is hated and odious. For 

example, Mulvihill and Tumin observe: 

The policeman is a natural and special target of 

aggression. To "put him down" is to win a victory over 

the arch-symbol of the oppressive world. No friendly 
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community helper is he, not in the psychology of the 

disinherited black youth. He is the symbol of all that 

is hated because he symbolizes all the hating the youth 

feels directed against him, and the punishment that 

will come his way if he is caught in his attacks against 

the~orld.l9 

Another conspicuous triggering mechanism for police violence is the 

factor of citizen disrespect mentioned above. Clark and Sykes suggest that 

one clue to the violent police-citizen encounter may be found in the frequent 

expectation that the poice officer occupies a position of higher status and 

esteem that the citizcn.20 They state: 

Officers learn to expect others to acknowledge their 

status and power, for most citizens extend them compliance 

and deference ••• When citizen interatction falls below 

their standard, they utilize corrective sanctions. 21 

Sykes and Clark similarly observe: 

It is our thesis that, in a typical encounter, rela

tions between officers and citizens are governed by an 

asymmetrical status norm when deference exchange is 

involved. Such a norm symbolizes some special evalua

tion of actor, in this case one in which the officer 

generally has greater social value and influence that 

the citizen.22 

Clearly, certain members of society, especially the young and the black, 

as i ndi cated in the preceedi n9 quote from Mul vi hi 1 1 and Tumi n I are much 1 ess 

likely to be compl ;ant and deferent when confronted by a pol ice officer. 
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In terms of the initiation of a chain of events leading to police physical 

force~ the issue of IIvictim precipitation ll should be briefly mentioned. Von 

Hentig originally suggested the concept in terms of his argument against the 

usual legal assumption II ••• that the 'doer' is always, and during the whole 

process which ends in the criminal outcome, active, the I sUfferer ' always 

inactive. 1I23 Further .disC'ussion of the role of the victim in provoking or 

initiating a violent response may be found in Schultz 24 and in the report of 

Mulvihill and Tumin. 25 

That is not to imply that all physical force by police officers toward 

citizens is provoked by violent, or even outrageous, behavior on the part of 

the citizen--only the Ihilder position that one would normally expect the 

transaction to include some or substantial, though perhaps unwittng, contri

bution on the part of the citizen. 

As stated previously, the perspectivt! of this analysis considers it 

essential to include thei mutual and interactive roles of police officer and 

citi zen in any interpretation of viol ence between them. Moreover, the per

spective implies that social perceptions of police or citizen characteristics 

are as important as these characteristics themselves. The belief by police 

officers, for example, that certain citizens, for example, young blacks, 

have certain traits may be as important in eXplaining violent police behavior 

as are the actual behaviors themselves. 

THE ENCOUNTER 

A dramatic illustration of the transactional perspective toward police

citizen violent encounters is found in the sequential decis'ion process ob

served in many encounters that leads to the polic~'s use of deadly force. A 

pol ice IIdecision ll to use, or not to use, deadly force in a given context 
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might be better described as a contingent sequence of decisions and resulting 

behavi ors--each i ncreasi ng or decreasi ng the probabil i ty of an eventual use 

of deadly force. The officer, who, for example, encounters an armed robber 

in a store and immediately takes cover while calling for backup support, 

will greatly alter the probability of the incident resulting in a shooting. 

In some encourlters, these decision points or phases may be collapsed: for 

example, in an ambush or chance encounter with an armed suspect. Most armed 

pol i ce-citi zen encounters, however, may be usefully descri bed in terms of 

discrete phases. 

Violent police-citizen confrontations are usually initiated by a direct 

observation or a summoning by radio, by another police officer or by a citi

zen.In reponse to this initial information, the officer makes preliminary 

decisions, then confronts the citizen or citizens of concern in the transac

tion, and finally engages in a direct exchange of information, usually verbal, 

that leads more or less directly to the violenc~. For purposes of analysis, 

it is convenient to think of the transaction in four phases: anticipation, 

entry, information exchange, 'lnd the final decision that leads to an act of 

violence. 

Phase of Anticipat'ion 

The police officer usually initiates a confrontation on the basis of a 

dispatch by radio, or dir~c~ observation, or of information from a person-

possibly another officer--who needs assistance. The officer reacts emotion

ally and intellectually to the cues rec;eived frolil whatever the source. The 

response to a radio call stating that a youngster is having difficulty in 

retrieving a cat from atop a telephone pole would be expected to be different 

from the reaction to a call directing a patrol ,car to a location where "an 

insane, violent man has a knife," 
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In addition to the actual content of the initiating information received, 

the manner in which it is communicated can effect the emotional tone of the 

officer and his preliminary consideration of alternative possible actions. 

Ph a s e 0 fEn t ry 

When the officer enters the immediate physical scene of an encounter he 

must immediately determine the extent of danger, if any, establish his au

thority, clarify his expectations for the citizen, and gather information 

to supplement his general knowledge and the clues he received by radio or 

from an initiating person. The eventual probability of physical force may be 

escalated considerably by .. decisions early in the encounter. For example, in 

descr'ibing an incident where an officer came within a whisper of killing a 

citizen, Rubinstein writes: 

••• the patrolman had initially made an error by 

failing to close the distan"e between himself and the 

suspect [he had screamed at the suspect from his car 

across a deserted street], allowing himself no alterna

tive but to leave or use his gun. If he had charged 

the man immediately upon suspecting him ••• the patrol

man would have avoided the chance of a more serious 

incident. 26 

To illustrate further, an officer who is not careful in establ ishing 

~uthority in an encounter with a m'inority citizen may exacerbate pre-existing 

tensions. Sykes and Clark describe the issue as follows: 

An entirely unprejudiced officer, in expecting gen

eral deference, may be interpreted by a minority civil

ian as indicating the officer's own ethnic group's 
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superordination. On the other hand, the minority 

citizen's refusal to express deference may be viewed 

by the officer as refusal to acknowledge normal social 

obligations of all citizens and the officer's symbolic 

status •.• Even with the best intentions an officer may 

become a "racist pig" and the citizen a Iwise-ass". 27 

And the intentions, obviously, are not always optimal. 

Phase of Information Exchange 

The phase of information exchange may range from the few seconds it 

takes to shout, "Police, don't move," or "Drop your gun" and get gunfire in 

return to the hours, days, or weeks necessary in hostage negotiation. In 

cp.rtain encounters, there is immediate transition from entry to a final 

decision for physical force on the basis of only momentary visual and auditory 

contextual cues. For example, we find the following in the Lo~ Angeles 

County Distric Attorney's repo"t in the well~publicized "good-samaritan" 

killing: 

As [Deputy Jimenez] was jogging toward the rear of the 

staircase, suddenly and without warning, Mr. Steven Conger 

emerged from the phone booth behind the stairway. Mr. 

Conger came out quickly, in a slightly crouched position, 

empty handed and moving toward Deputy Jimenez. Deputy .. 
Jimenez immediately thought Mr. Conger was the suspect 

they were looking for and that he had been flushed out 

of hiding by Deputy McHenry. Deputy Jimenez instantly 

concluded that he was about to be attacked by the as-

sault suspect who was supposed to be armed with a gun. 
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He did not notice whether Mr. Conger had anything in ei

ther hand. In a reflex action, Deputy Jimenez raised 

his gun and fired one round at the person [Mr. Conger].28 

One would have wished that there were even brief information exchange 

in this case since the killed man, Mr. Conger, had actually come to the aid 

of the assault victim as a good samaritan and was emerging from a telephone 

alcove where he had called for police and medical help. On the other hand. 

it must be kept in mind that equally rapid responses by officers in other 

cases have saved the lives of officers and bystanders. 

Phase of Final Decision 

'In the ultimate decision to use physical force by a police officer, the 

admi xture of i ntell (~ctual and emoti ona 1 factors may vary from the compl etely 

rational decision te) use a sniper by a special weapons and tactics unit after 

extended hostage negotiation, to the impulsive reaction shown by Deputy Sher

iff Jimenez in the good samaritan ki1ling--minima1 rational input in this 

case is demonstrated further by the fact that the assa 11 ant sought was re

ported to be b'lack while the victim of the shooting was wh1ta. In the Conger 

case, the motivating emotional force was, apparently, fear. Other motivators 

for the use of physical force could be extreme frustrat;on, outrage, panic, 

and humiliation. The presence of overpowering emotional elements is partic

ularly likely to accompany a decision to use deadly for~e. Rubinstein, for 

~xamp1e, states, "Most shootings occur suddenly in moments of fear without 

calculation." 29 The following illustration of that type of reaction was 

descri bed to one of us by a young off; cer who II came wi thi n a hai r" of kill; ng 

an armed man in a wheelchair! 
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It all started when and I had gone 

code 7 [stopped for dinner]. A guy ~ame from out of 

the chicken place and said "There's a ~\uy with a gun 

in the back of the parking lot." I went through the 

restaurant while went around the side. I -----
see·this guy in a wheelchair with a shotgun. I pulled 

my revolver out of my holster not sure what to think. 

My heart is pounding. I tell the guy to drop his gun. 

He doesn't do anything but slowly turns towards me~ •• 

Finally he dropped his gun. He was a little snockered, 

but wasn't going to kill nobody. When r sat down to 

eat I had to put a napkin over my pants to cover the 

urine. It was fear! 

It should be observed that the "final-frame" situation confronted by the 

officer is in many ways determined by choices made at earlier decision points • 
. 

An officer who receives a dispatch which indicates that an opponent is more 

dangerous than he really is faces a different emotional and objective situa-. 
tion from an officer in a similr situation who receives accurate information. 

Similarly, positioning behind a protective barrier when physically confront

ing the opponent and communicating with him might eithel~ avert a "final-frame" 

decision to shoot or alter it substantially. An officer, for example, who 

discovers, during a prolonged encounter with an opponent, that he is dealing 

with an acutely psychotic individual--rather than a more instrumental criminal 
. 

one~-will interpret the man's actions quite differently from an officer--con-

fronted with the same individual--who had not made similar observations. It 

should finally be noted that ~arly decisions by officers may either prolong 

or curtail each of the four phases. For example, by seeking cover early in 
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a confrontation, an officer can afford to engage in a more prolonged in

formation exchange with an opponent than another officer without similar 

protection. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

The transactional' approach to the analysis of violent police-citizen 

encounters carries a number of policy implications. 

One important policy implication relates to the assumption of the dual 

responsibility of police officers and citizens in producing violent encount

ers. While continued stress should unquestionably be placed upon the police 

in attempts to reduce the i nappropri ate use of deadly force, for exampl e, 

the transactional perspective raises the potentiality of altering citizen 

behavior in the effort at such reduction. A community education program 

informing citizens about police expectations and about typical police I"e

sponses to citizen threats is an example of an intervention focusing on the 

way that citizens might communicate with police officers to avoid violent 

confrontation. 

I Another policy implication lies in the area of police decision making. 

Most. interventions to reduce deadly force have focused upon the final deci

sian to use or not to use deadly force. The model of sequential decision 

making in a transaction suggests that interventions to control deadly force 

might be effectively aimed at officer decisions well prior to the final-frame. 

Qne example of such an early phase intervention is found in the implemen

tation of an administrative operational rule requiring police officers to 

call for specialized backup support upon confronting an armed, but not 

immediately threatening, opponent. 
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A final policy implication lit~S in the importance of understanding all 

components in the transaction faced by the officer in the process of assessing 

performance and recommendi ng admi ni st rat i ve change. Too often, a fter-the

fact evaluations and, perhaps, policy decisions are based upon superficial 

aspects of the encounter or upon data availab1e only after the decision to 

use physica1 force has been made. Thus an officer may shoot and kill a 

burgl ar emergi ng from a house when the burgl ar reaches into hi s c1 othi ng, 

removes a shiny object, and turns rapidly toward the officer. It may later 

be determined that the shiny object was a cigarette lighter. Nonetheless, 

the decision might have been entirely reasonable at the time and the trans

actional context in which it was made. 

Reconstruction of a decision to use physical force, without full reali

zation of the perspective of the officer at decision-making time, is fre-. 
quently responsible for negative, even violent, community reactions. Con

sider, by way of illustration, the shoot.ing to -death of a man who was 519" 

tall and weighed 158 pounds by a police officer who was 61 tall and weighed 

195 pounds, when the man was completely naked and carried nothing in his 

hands during an early morning encounter on the streets of Los Angeles. 

Relatives of the slain man demanded criminal action against the police officer 

and the public seemed convinced that this was another case of ruthless police 

brutality. But a full reading of the district attorney's investigation, 

containing testimony of the bfficer and the few available witnesses, provides 

a picture of the actual transaction and, at least partially, of the persp~c

tive of the officer at the time of decision to shoot. Here are excerpts 

from the report to illustrate this point. 

[The officer, Sergeant Barz] was driving northbound 

on Hoover wheh he observed a male person without clothes 
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jumping up and down in the middle of London Street 

close to Hoover ••. 

Barz reported on his radio that the man was also psy

cho and requested code 2 (without delay) assistance ••• 

Barz stated that at about the same time as he had made 

his second broadcast the man came off the signpost 

[upon which he had been swinging], ran towards the 

police vehicle and started banging on the right front 

passenger window and door of the car with his hands and 

fists • 

••• Barz concluded the man was not an exhibitionist, 

he believed he was "high on something or psycho or 

something like that." For thi~ reason, Barz "tried to 

be cool" and asked the man what was going on or words 

to that effect so as not to an~agonize him. 

The man advanced towar·ds darz making "kind of chopp

ing type motions" with both hands, the arms held out 

hori zonta lly. The naked man stated, II I know Kung Full a 

couple of times. 

Barz stepped back as the man kept advancing towards 

him. After stepping back four feet or so Barz decided 

to hit him with the baton to try and knock him down or 

injure his arm ••• The man grabbed the baton with both 

hands ••• They wrestled over the baton ••• Barz realized 

he could not take the baton away from ~he man, "He was 

just too strong." All he:ould do was hang on to the 

baton," and all dur1,g this time I saw his eyes and 
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they were just totally psychopathi c type eyes, you 

know ll 
••• 

After another ten seconds of wrestling for the baton, 

Barz decided it was best to let go and step back ••• 

The man had Barz l baton in hand when Barz took his gun 

out: They were at that time perhaps e·; ght to ten feet 

apart. 

Barz assumed a two-handed combat stance and told the 

man, IIStop or rill shoot. 1I The man said, III donlt' 

care ll or something to that effect and raised the baton 

over his shoulder. When the man threw the baton at 

Barz, Barz dodged and it missed by ~bout three or four 

feet ••• 

Barz backed up, put his gun away and backed toward 

the pol ice car, keeping a:1 eye on the llIan. The man 

followed him with his slashing and chopping-type arm 

motions ••• 

••• When Barz reached the right rear of the police 

car, having almost made a complete circle, the man 

stopped at the front door of the passenger side, turned 

and ran off and was kind of jumping up and down in the 

middle of the ftreet. Barz said to himself, IITh,ank 

God, hels gone. II ••• 

All during this time Barz was waiting and hoping for 

a unit to get there. 

The man returned to Barz. When he got to within 

about 15 feet he started IIgoing through these Kung Fu 
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motiC'ns a/Jain with his right hand and left hand." Barz 

backed up ••• 

••• Barz took his gun out; the man continued to advance 

toward him. Barz held the gun to his side pointing it 

at the man and told him to stop. The man continued to 

advance. He struck at Barz. Barz partially evaded the 

blow so that he was hit by the man's extended forefin

gers on hi s 1 eft shaul der. Thi s caused Barz to stumbl e. 

At the same time the man grabbed for the barrel of his 

gun. Barz, feeling himself to be falling and believing 

th~t his gun would be taken away from him and used 

against him fired as fast as he could until he heard 

the click of an empty gun. 3D 

The goal of the illustration is not to justify the ultimate decision of 

Sgt. Barz, only to emph'asi ze the compl exi.ty of many vi 01 ent encounters and 

the dangers in evaluations not based upon all elements of the actual tan sac

tion. In this case, the decision to use deadly force follow~d an excruciating 

series of decisions and interactive behaviors. 

As for the transaction itself, one can say, by way of summary, that 

elements of it were conditioned by the personality of Sgt. Barz, his so

cialization and training as a member of a police department, his sensl:! of 

danger in the actual context, his possible feeling of being degraded by Mr. 

Burkholder, the personality of Mr. Burkholder as modified by il heavy dose of 

a strong drug, his attitude toward pol ice officers, and the interaction of 

these and other elements. 

We conclude with an o~servation by Cassius: 
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Men at some time are masters of their fates; 

The fault: dear Brutus, is not in our stars~ 

But in ourselves, that we are underlings!31 
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Recent stories appearing in newspapers from cities like Los Angeles, 

Columbus, Oadland, and Birmingham make it abundantly clear that fatal police 

shootings have ramifications that ex and far beyond the usual concern for 

fatalities. The justification for taking a human life is presented in his

torical, philosophical, and legal terms, with particular attention to current 

codes and recent court deci si ons that s i mul ataneous ly justi fy and control 

pol ice shooti ngs. Vari ous issues of control are further hi ghl i ghted in 

discussions of the dilemma inherent in administrative (departmental) regula

tion of shooting, given the complex dicision process leading to a shooting 

i nci dent. To i 11 ustrate the status of empi r; ca 1 knowl edge regardi ng pol ice 

shooting, the incidence of fatalities among blacks is analyz"d. The analysis 

leads to the conclusion that the high mortality rate of blacks in police 

shoot; ngs seems to resul t primari ly from communi ty character; st i cs, such as 

the high general rate of violence in the inner cities, rather than From a 

tendency among police to treat blacks and whites differently solely because 

of race. But, overall, the data available for decision making are slim, and 

the need for research is great. 

A front-page headl ine of the Los Angel es rimes nf October 15, 1979, 

summarized a change in policy that resulted from months of tension between, 

on the one hand, the Los Ang~les Police Department (particularly its chief), 

and, on the other hand, the black community and the Los Angeles Police Com

mission. The headline stated, IICity Police Commission No Longer Rubber 

Stamp. II The tension and ultimate policy change ster.l':led from the shooting of 

Mrs. Eulia Love, a 38-year-old black woman, by two Los Angeles police officers 

on January 3, 1979. The offi cers had responded to a request for assi stance 

from bill collectors who had been repeatedly threatened (and actually attacked 

in an earlier incident) by ~lrs. Love. The officers encountered her directly 
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in front of her house holding an ll-inch boning knifej they approached her 

with drawn guns. About two and one-half minutes later, after a series of 

pleas, orders, and threats 5 followed by'a throwing of the knife, the officers 

fired a total of 12 rounds in rapid-fire sequence, hitting Mrs. Love eight 

times and killing her. 1 

On Octob~ 9, 1979, a new mayor was elected in Birmingham, Alabama-

Richard Arrington, the first black mayor in that city's history. Dr. Arrington 

became mayor in the aftermath of the shooting of a 20-yedr-old black woman by 

a police officer' three and one-half months earlier. In this case, tW9 officers 

responded on June 22 to an a1arm from a 7-11 store where an employee had been 

wounded by gun fi re from the ri fl e of an i rate customer. That customer fl ed 

from the vicinity of the store following his shots and then shouted back from 

across the street for help in retrieving his car, which remained too close to 

the store for a comfortable return on his part. Miss Bonita Carter, who had 

stopped with a friend at the 7-11, responded to tRe customer's shouted request 

and started driving the car. Tile two pol ice officers arrived at the scene 

about that time. Miss Carter stopped the car in response to demands to do so 

and, in apparent terror, ducked down in the front seat. When one of the 

officers came near the car, she rapidly and unexpectedly (according to the 

officer) popped her head up; the officer- fired four shots at her. She died 

within a few hours. 

In both cases, outrage'was expressed in the minority communities. It 

remained scattered and diffuse in Los Angeles, but reached an immediate 
. 

emoti ona 1 pi tch in Bi rmi ngham that rema i ned intense up to the election of 

Mayor Arrington. L'=t us review some of those developments in Birmingham. 

In the weeks following the shooting in Birmingham, blacks picketed 7-11 

stores, engaged in potentially explosive ~Qnfrontations with the police, 
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conducted the largest civil rights march since 1963, and threatened to boy

cott downtown businesses. The immediate trigger for the chain of events 

was, of course, the shock at the killing of an innocent 20-year-old woman, 

but conti nu; ng i rritat i on stemmed from the deci si on by the mayor not to 

dirmiss the officer who had fired the fatal shots. 

The mayor in office at the time of the shooting, David Vann, had been 

elected with strong black support because of his previous work on behalf of 

black civil rights as well as his general advocacy of positions 'favored by 

blacks. The whole sequence of events cost Mayor Vann his widespread $\JPport 

in the black community. To illustrate that the change of mayors related more 

to the event than to the substance of Vann's position, we have the following 

not? from the Birmingham Post Herald of October 31, 1979: 

The biggest change at City Hall ••• may be the mayor's 

skin color. Arrington has been a faithful supporter of 

Vann's programs and policies though he broke with the 

incumbent mayor over his handling of the Bonita Carter 

sl10oting. 

Observers expect Arrington, with his background in 

administration, to be geared toward refining and im

proving the many programs Vann started during his 

four-year term. 

It is clear, then, that the shooting of a citizen, particularly a minor

fty citi zen, by a pol ice officer can have dramatic repercussions in the 

public domain. And consider that nationally, in a typical year of the late 

1960s and early 1970s, there were at least 300--and perhaps as many as 600-

citizens killed by the po1;ce. 2 In other terms, those figures mean that 
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between two and four percent of all homicides each year resulted from po' Ice 

shootings. Moreover, about 50 percent of all such persons killed were blacks. 

The perturbations at the local level have created alarm and reaction at 

the federal level, leading to spedal .;onferences, task forces, workshops, 

and a variety of other events and activities. For example, (1) early in 

1978, the Community Relations Service (CRS) of the Department of Justice 

established a task force on the police use of deadly force; (2) later in 

1978, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Department 

of Justice created a task force on minority matters, which dedicated much of 

its time to planning r(,search on deadly force; (3) CRS held a workshop on 
.. 

pol ice use of deadly force at the June 1978 convention of the National 

Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives3 j (4) in October 1978, LEAA 

conducted a workshop on the topic of deadly force and its racial implications; 

(5) CRS conducted a workshop on deadly force in October 1978, at the annual 

conference of the National Association of Human Rights Workers 4; (6) the U.S. 

Commission on Civil Rights conducted a "consultation" in December 1978 on 

police practices and the preservation of civil rights5 j and (7) CRS, with the 

cooperation of the National Urban League and the League of United Latin 

American Citizens, and with funding provided by LEAA, sponsored Q meeting in 

December 1979, entitled "National Consultation on Safety and Force: An 

Opportunity for Police-Minority Community Cooperation." 

The anger on the streets of cities like Los Angeles and Birmingham has 

its counterpart in statements by national figures. For example, in his 
. 

address before the Nat i ona 1 Consultati on in December 1979, Vernon Jordan 

stated, 

I think we should begin by ~nderlining the seriousness 

of the probl em of deadly force. It can be portrayed 



·u'" =:::::. 
.,'1""'" --

."Ut~." " ....... '" .......... ...... 

._u ....... -_u ..... -

5 

most graphically by this audience becoming aware of one 

grim, sad fact. While we meet here today, some police 

officer somewhere in American is shooting a civilian. 

And if today's case is typical, that civilian will be 

a black or a Hispanic person. If that incident follows 

the averages, it is likely the victim is a young person. 

It is likely that the incident involved a non-felony 

offense. It is possible the victim was unarmed. It is 

probable that the shooting could have been avoided. 

And it is certain that no punitive action will be taken 

against the policeman doing the shooting. S 

At the consultation sponsored by the Commission on Civil Rights in 1978, 

Takagi account,ad for the use of deadly force by the pol ice on the basi s of 

systematic subjugation of minority citizens, and concluded, fI ••• in the final 

analysis, the role of the police in contemporary America is dominance, re

pression, and violence." 7 

Before turning to such pol icy issues as control of the use of deadly 
. 
force and dealing with the frictions created by inappropriate shootings, we 

will consider Game of the historical origins of the l'ight of police to kill, 

and its current status. 

PHILOSOPHICAL AND HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES 

Police policy often involves important moral questions, and police 

shooting involves perhaps the most difficult of moral questions--when does 

one have the right to take another human life? 

Although we value life very highly in Western culture, there are many 

instances when killing is considered excusable, justifiab'le, or necessary. 

/----------------
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~:~:l~ Indeed, one need only proceed to the chapter of the Bible following the 

commandment "Thou shal t not ki 1 1 118 to fi nd several statements that call for 

killing other people··even on trivial grounds (i'And he that curseth his 

father, or his mother, shall surely be put to death" 9). 

.oil,,""" ........ , .. 
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In modern society, there are killings that are accepted as justifiable 

by every 1egal system--when, for example, it is necessary to take the life of 

an assailant in order to save one's own life. Yet there are many areas in 

whi ch tlH;;re is wi de di sagreement regarding just ifi cati on. Among these are 

euthanasia, abbrtion, capital punishment, the denial of life-'saving mechanical 

devices for certain type of patients, and the use of deadly force by police 

officers to stop fleeing felons. 

Kadish was unable to find a Single general principle (like the sanctity 

of life) encompassing rules and practices that permit, justify, or require 

actions that may cause the death of another person. Using the criminal law 

as a reflection of evolved social attitudes regarding killing, he formulates 

a set of patterns and specific principles that govern the acceptabiiity of 

behaviors designed to take human 1 He. These focus primarily upon the moral 

right to resist aggr .. :;sion, extended by the principles of autonomy and pro

portionality. As Kadish expresses the interaction of forces, 

One predominant and persistent theme is the concep

tion of the rightness of actions--rightness measured 
, . 

not by what most effectively preserves lives or by 

what be:;t serves the social inter'~st of all, but by 

what a person may claim as his due equally with all 

other persons. The right, in this sense, to resist 

aggression, embracing the liberty to use defensive 

force and the right to the law's protection against 
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aggression, from which the liberty derives, plays a 

central role in explaining the shape of the law. When 

the victim must take the life of one threatening his 

own in order to survive, his action is justifiable, 

whether the persons he must kill are one or many, 

guilty or innocent, so long as they are part of the 

threat. But other principles of right manifest them

selves in other situations where life is at stake. 

Where interests other than the victim's life (or inter

ests closely identified with it) are threatened, two 

competing principles affect his right to kill: the 

principle of autonomy, which would extend the right to 

resist aggr~ssion to all threats to the personality of 

the victim, and the principle of proportionality, 

which would draw the line at preservation of lif~ and 

closely ;ndentified intersts. Neither principle governs 

entirely in the law. 

But explanations in terms of rights and principles 

fail to account for the whole shape of the law. Another 

force is at work, manifesting a very different notion of 

right: rightness in the sense of the desirable conse

quence of an action--whether it will serve or disserve 

prevailing estimates of social goods other than saving 

lives. This comp9ting standard, turning solely on 

evaluation of consequences, is manifested in the lesser

pvil doctrine. 1tl 
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The legal right of police officers to use deadly force stems from speci

fic statutes directed at enforcers of the law as well as general statutes 

covering justification appropriate for all citizens. And officers are sub

ject to the usual penalties associated with criminal prosecution and civil 

liability when their actions exceed legal boundaries. 

English -common law provides the ~oint of departure for any understanding 

of legal justification for (and control of) the use of deadly force in law 

enforcement. Under common 1 aw, an arresting off; cer cou1 d use deadly force 

to prevent the escape of a fleeing felon-, .. but not a fleein'g misdemeanant. ll 

The justification rule was based on the condition (established in roughly +he 

fi fteenth century) that fel ani es were puni shabl e by death. The fel ani es were 

arson, murder, mansl aughte:, rape, robbery, burgl ary, mayhem, sodomy, pri son 

~reak, 1 a rceny, and rescue of a f(:!lon • 

The rule was introduced in America when common law was incorporated in 

state statutes. And the justification remained -in state statutes even when, 

beginning in the latter half of the nineteenth century, there was an increase 

in the number of crimes defined as felonies and a decrease in the use of the 

dF:;ath penalty. Indeed, it r,emained even after several states eliminated 

capital punishment during the nineteenth century. 

CURRENT MECHANISMS FOR THE CONTROL OF DEADLY FORCE 

$tat'l~d?ry Law 

As af 1976, 24 states h~~ Justification statutes directly reflecting the 

common-l aw rul e, and seven other states had statutes all owi ng deadly force 

only when there was violerlce or the danger of violence. 12 An example of 

codification of the felony rule of common law is ~ontained in Section 196 of 

the California Penal Code, which dates from 1872:' 
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Justifiab]e Homicide by Puolic Officers. Homicide is 

justifiable when committed by public officers and 

those acting by their command in their aid and assist-

ance) either: 

1. In obedience to any judgment of a competent court; 

or, 

2. When necessarily committed in overcoming actual 

resistance to the execution of some legal process, or 

in the discharge of any other legal duty; or, 

3. When necessarily committed in retaking felons who 

have been rescued or have escaped, or when necessarily 

committed in arresting persons charged with felony, and 

who are fleeing from justice or res~sting such arrest. 

An example of the departure from common law to restrict deadly force to 

situations in which there is vio.lence or the threat of violence is in the 

Illinois statute: 

Peace Offi cer~se of Force in Mak i n9 Arrest. (a) A 

paace officer, or any person whom he has summoned or 

directed to assist him, need not retreat or desist from 

efforts to make a lawful arrest because of resistance 

or threatened resistance to the arrest. He is justified 

in the use of any force which he reasonab:y believes to 

be necessary to effect the arrest and of any force 

which he reasonably believes to be necessary to defend 

himself or another from bodily harm while making the 

arrest. However, he is justified in using force likely 
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to cause death or greatly bodily harm only when he 

rensonably believes both that: 

1.. Such force ; s necessary to prevent the arrest 

from being defeated by resistance or escape; and 

2. The person to be arrested has committed or at-

tempted a forcible felony or is attempting to escape 

by use of a deadly weapon, or otherwise indicates that 

he will endanger human life or inflict great bodily 

harm unless arrested without delay. 

(b) A peace officer making an arrest pursuant to an 

invalid warrant is justified in the use of any force 

which he would be justified in using if the warrant 

were valid, unless he knows that the warrant is 

invalid. 13 

It should be pointed out that such justific~tion statutes as the preced

ing augment the general rights of police officers as citizens. Thus, the 

circumstances under which homicide by any person is justifiable is given in 

Section 197 of the California Penal Code: 
__ " 1 

Homicide is also justifiable when committed by ~ny 

person in any of the following cases: 

1. When resisting any attempt to murder any person, 

or to commi t a felony, or to do some great boci'ily i nj ury 

upon any person; or, 
. 

2. When committed in defense of habitation, pro-

perty, or person, against one who manifestly intends 

or endeavors, by violence or surprise, to commit a 

felony, or against one who manifestly intends and 

.J 
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endeavors, in a violent, riotous, or tumultuous manner, 

to enter the habitation of another for the purpose of 

offering violence to any person therein; or, 

3. When committed in the lawful defense of such 

person, or of a wife or husband, parent, child, master, 

mistress, or servant of such person, when there is 

reasonable ground to apprehend a design to commit a 

felony or to do some great bodily injury, and immil1ent 

danger of such design being accomplished; but such 

person, or the person in whose behalf the defense was 

made, if he was the assailant or engaged in mutual 

combat, must really and in goad faith have endeavored 

to decline any further struggle before the homicide was 

committed; or, 

4. When necessarily committed in attempting, by 

lawful ways and means, to apprehend any person for any 

felony committed, or in lawfully suppressing any riot, 

or in lawfully keeping and preserving the peace. 

In 1962, the American Law Institute drafted a Model Penal Code that 

contained recommended statutes on justification for the use of deadly force. 

The recommendati on attempted to bal an~e the soci al ri ght to protecti on from 

harm with the higll value of human life without the common-law emphasis upon a 

felony-misdemeanor distinction. It proposed that the use of deadly force be 

justifiable only where there ;s reasonable belief that (1) the crime leading 

to the arrest included the use or threatened use of deadly force, or (2) the 

~'=:'. person being ar'rested will, with subs~~ant;al risk, cause death or serious 
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bodily harm if apprehension is not completed. As of 1976, seven states had 

statutes with justification phrasing based upon the Model Penal Code. 14 

Case Law ----
There have been two pri nci pa 1 areas in whi ch the courts have taken 

positions in the implementation of state codes dealing with deadly force: 

ameliorative interpretation and constitutionality. The first of these is 

illustrated in a series of case decisions in California,15 which have ruled 

that the references in Pena 1 Code secti ons 196 and 197 to fel orli es mean 

violent felonies. 16 As s~ated inKortu~ v. Alkire, 

Thus is appears, from the foregoing authorities, that 

the applicable sections of the California Penal Code, 

as constructed by the courts of this state, prohibit 

the use of deadly force by anyone, including a police 

officer, against a fleeing felony suspect unless the 

felony is of a violent variety, i.e., a forcible and 

atrocious one which threatens death or serious bodily 

harm, or there are other circumstances which reasonably 

create a fear of death or serious bodily harm to the 

officer or to another. 17 

There is, thus, amelioration 18 in court interpretation thc;tt c(')nverts a 

common-law/flee;ng-felon s;tatute irc.:o one that is similar in form to the 

recommendatien in the Medel Penal Code. 

"(he constitutional ity 'Of such statutes has been challeng'ed on each of 

the following grounds: (1) They permit cru81 and unusual punishment in 

violation of the Eight Amendment; (2) they are overbroad; (3) they violate 
. . 

the due process requirement of the Fourteenth Amend~ent because the imposition 
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of death by an officer denies to the suspect procedural rights, namely, pre

sumption of innocence and trial by jurYi (4) they violate the equal protectinn 

clause of the Fourteenth Amendment in allowing deadly force against felons 

but not misdemeanants; and (5) they violate the fourth Amendment's prohibition 

against unreasonable searches and seizures. These claims of unconstitution-

ality have been widely rejected in federal courts. Thus, in Cunningham v. 

Ellington the U.S. District Court (W.O. Tennessee) stated, 

The Eighth Amendment was adopted, as it says, to 

prevent inhuman or tortuous pUnishment, and the short 

answer to plaintiffs' contention [that Tennes~ee's 

common-law statute on deadly force is unconstitutional 

in permitting cruel and unusual punishment] is that we 

simply are not dealing with punishment. 19 

The U.S. District Court (E.D. Missouri) In Mattis v. Schnarr argued on 

the question of equal protection with respect to the Missouri common-law 

statute: 

The activity herein is not constitutionally protected; 

there is no constitutional right to flee to prevent 

arrest. The burden the statutes impose is on flight, 

not on 1 ife •••• 

Perfect statutes are difficult, if not impossible, to 

draft. To choose among the various imperfect alterna

tives is a duty delegated to the legislatures and not 

to the judiciary, unless the alternative chosen be so 

imperfect as to violate constitutional principles ••• 

These statutes do not violate the equal protection 
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clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 

Constitution. 20 

In Wiley v. Me~phis Police Department, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 

acknowledged that the constitutionality of the state's common-law statute had 

previously been upheld, and stated, 

~.How can a police officer even know, reasonably or 

otherwise, whether the felon will use force against 

others if he is not immediately apprehended? It;s 

clearly the prerogative of the state legislature to 

decide whether such restrictions on the use of force 

are consonant with public policy.21 

Other decisions that rejected claims of unconstitutionality are Beech 

v. Melancon22 and Jones v. Marshall. 23 

On the other hand, the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, on appeal of the 

Mattis decision of the district court ruled, ';n a four-to-three decision, 

that the Missouri common-law statute was unconstitutional using rifth, Eighth, 

and Fourteenth Amendment arguments. In the words of the majority, 1I ... it is 

not for this Court to decide whether the Missouri statutes are wise or not. 

The sole question before the Court is whether the statutes are unconstitu

tional. We hold they are. 24 

But the court goes on to argue that the statutes would be considered 

constitutional if they limited deadly force to situations where the felon had 

used deadly force in the crime or the officer reasonably believed the felon 
. 

would direct deadly force against another person if not apprp.hended. 

That seems to be the only decision to date holding a common-law/fleeing

fe 1 on statute (without v.i 01 ence or deddly force accompan iments) to be uncon

stitutional. And the Eighth Circuit court de'cision on the issue is in 



15 

OIIHI'" 
tIItU.u., 

-_. direct conflict with that of the Sixth Circuit Court; the U.S. Supreme Court 

...... -. ............ 
• H ........ . 

has declined resolution of the conflict. 

Administrative Regulation 

As far back as 1964, a survey of cities with populations above 250,000 

found that 42 of 45 responding cities had special departmental policy state

ments--rules, regulations, procedures--on the use of deadly force. 25 Ini

tially, these policy statements were written primarily to provide more guid

ance for the offi cer than was offered instate statutes (even as augmented 

by court decisions). As Uelmen has pointed out in referring to the state of 

affairs in California • 

••• some administrative guidelines in the form of 

police IIpolicyll are required to assist thE: pel ice 

officer. The bare skeleton of the Penal code provi

sions offers no guidance as to which felonies should 

be regarded as sufficiently dangerous to justify re

sorting to deadly force to prevent their commission or 

to capture the perpetrator. Nor do the statutes sug

gest the use of non~deadly force if the felon is a 

juvenile or is known to be intoxicated or otherwise 

incapacitated. Such guidelines must come from police 

administrators. 26 

But, as strong community reaction to perceived police misconduct be-

came more common, departmental administrative regulation was used as a com-

ponent in the attempt to assuage that reaction. Thus, General Order 1-78-

Firearms Discharge Policy of the Birmingham Police Department was revised on 

August 24, 1979,27 and a brochure entitled Policy Guidelines--the Use--2.f. 
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Deadly FOrce was issued by the department in September 1979 (Bonita Carter 

was shot in June 1979). 

Clearly, an administrative rule, like any other rule, regulation, or 

law, has power to conrol only if there are adequate sanctions and procedures 

to deal with violations. In the case of the response to the Eulia Love 

shooting, the·Los Angeles Poice Commission stated, 

The commission has reviewed the Department's policy 

on the use of firearms and finds that there are no 

inadequacies in that policy which contributed to the 

shooting of Eulia Love. On the contrary, if properly 

implemented, the policy provides sufficient safeguards 

against such a shooting. The Commission has concluded 

that further revision of the policy is not necesary at 

this time. The present Department policy is appropri

ately more restrictive than the requirements imposed . 
by state law. 28 

On the other hand, ; n reagard to post~hooti ng procedures, the report 

stated, 

We do not believe the present procedures ensure a 

thorough impartiul review of officer-involved shootings 

and death or serious injury cases in the manner contem

plated by the City Charter; nor do we believe that 

there can or wi11 be full public confidence in the 

results unless procedures are changed •••• 

In this Section of our Report we set forth a procedure 

for investigating and adjudi~ating officer·involved 

shootings and death or serious injury cases which we 
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believe ensures fair And just decisions and which, if 

implemented properly, will, over a period of time, 

~drn the confidence of both the officers of this De-

partment and the members of the public. That procedure 

will, as the City Charter contemplates, ensure civilian 

supervision and control over the operations of the 

Los Angeles Police D~partment in a critical area of 

public concern. 29 

The fol1 owi ng are pri nci pa 1 features of the new procedure: assumpti on 

by the conmission of responsibility for the adjudication of all shooting 

incidents; independent review by the commission if it feels that action is 

warranted after evaluating the report containing findings and recommendations 

of the chief of pol ice; use of a special counselor special hearing officer 

(a former superior court judge) to conduct necessary further investigations; 

taping interviews with officers in the same manner as interviews with civilian 

witnesses; establishment of a Use of Forc~ Review Board (an expansion of the 

former Shooting Review Board); and employment of an independent staff to as-
• 

5ist the commission in carrying out the procedures. 

The use of admini strative po11cy to control deadly force has become a 

good deal more controversial since the decision of the Supreme Court of 

California in Peter'son v. City of Long Beach, which reversed a trial court 

decision and vacated an appeals decision. 3D lne court ruled that statements 

-in a police department manual were "regulations" within the meaning of a code, 

stipulating that a persoh is presumed to have failed to exercise due care 

when he or she violates the reQulation of a public entity, and death or injury 

..:::::::.. results. In short, departmental pol icy became statutory for purposes of 

civil suit since violation showed negligence on the part of the officer. 
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As a result, there has been serious discussion in California police 

departments, motivated in many cases by advice from city attorneys and other 

legal advisors, about the desirability of deleting all departmental regula

t ions that are more restri ct i ve than the mandates of the state fena 1 Code 

and the Kortum ruling. 

In the fi~al analysis, however, whether or not a given encounter results 

in a shooting depends upon the decision making of the individual officer. 

That offi cer is the performi ng interpreter of 1 aws and regul ati ons as they 

interact with situational and personal factors. 

DECISION MAKING BY THE POLICE WHEN DEADLY FORCE IS POSSIBLE 

In conceptualizing the decision by police officers to use deadly force, 

two considerations should be kept in mind: first, the distinction between a 

... ~':..~ reasonable and a correct decision; and second, that the final decision to 

. , 

.. -..... .,.'"uu ._ .... n ........... -

shoot (or not to shoot) is the endpoint of a &eries of decisions, usually 

with fewer and fewer alternatives as the process progresses toward ultimate 

confrontation • 

A decision to shoot or refrain from shooting is judged as correct (right) 

or incorrect (wrong) on the basis of its outcome, while that decision is 

judged as reasonable or unreasonable on the basis of the information avail

able to the officer at the time of decision making. To illustrate the dis

tinction, suppose an officer' on a burglary call directs a suspect to stop in 

a dark alley behind the house. Th~ suspect stops and turns around suddenly, 
. 

reaches into a breast pocket and wi thdraws someth1 ng that looks very much 

like a gun. The officer shoots and kills the suspect. Assuming the literal 

accuracy of the preceding description, the decision to shoot would be consid

ered reasonable. 
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If the item withdrawn had indeed bee~ a gun, the decision to shoot would 

also be correct. But suppose it was a cigarette lighter eJr!d, furthermore, 

that the suspect had no weapon of any sort. The decision'here would obviously 

be incorrect (he was not even fleeing). 

As apparent as that distinction may seem, it is often missed even by 

sources of authority in the field. For example, in a training film on sur

vival techniques for poice officers entitled "Shoot/Don't Shoot," one situa

tion depicts an officer approaching a man on a motorcycle. The man remains 

seated on the motorcycle making no apparent motion during the approach~ 

Suddenly, the man shoots the officer using a concealed gun, without any 

cues indicating that possibility. The commentator on the sound track states 

that the officer erred in not using deadly force. This comment is based on 

the outcome, not on cues available at the time of decision makinn enabling 

the officer to infer that deadly force was a reasonable choice. 

The difficulty, for persons who are emotionally involved in a given si

tuation, of accepting the distinction between reasonable and right decisions 

is shown in the following report from the Los Angeles Times of February 23, 

1980: 

The Los Angeles County district attorney's office 

said Friday that no charges will be filed 19ainst two 

sheriff's deputies who fatally shot an inebriated East 

Los Angeles man when they thought he was reaching for a 

gun. 

When Luis J. Reynoso, 50, was killed last August 4, 

the Sheriff's Department emphasized that he was carry

ing a toy pistol that bore a striking resemblance to a 

rea 1 hand-gun •••• 



....... A .. ........... 
.. .0 •• _ .... 

IUU"" 

~~:~!:!::::: 

... u ...... 
......... 41 .. ,._ ....... ............ 

20 

The report concluded that because the deputies had 

been told to find a man who was possibly armed, and 

that because the man had a bulge in the waist of his 

trousers and apparently made a movement toward that 

bulge, the deputies acted reasonably under the 

circumstances •••• .. 
lilt's kind of sad they won't be charged because 

what they did was a crime," Sal Reynoso, 20, the dead 

man's son, said Friday •••• 

G;l Garcetti, head of the prosecution's special 

. investigations unit, said the facts that the toy gun 

was found near the body and that the two witnesses, 

including a third deputy, say they saw Reynoso draw 

the toy gun indicated the deputies acted reasonably 

under the circumstances. 

The importance of conceiving of the choice to use deadly force (or to 

refrain from using it) as the final point in a sequential decision process is 

highlighted in the Eulia Love case, where ultimate options for the officers 

were restricted by early decisions. The Board of Police Commissioners stated 

in their report, 

By displaying their guns immediately, the officers 

severely limited their alternatives. It would not be 

reasonable to believe that Mrs. Love could be calmed by 

the approach of two officers with drawn guns. Thus, 

the first result of the officers' action was, predict

ably, an 'm~ediate esca1ation of the situation • 
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The effective use of baton stri kes; the preferi'ed 

technique, was eliminated as the events proved. The 

officer who used the baton to knock theaknife out of 

Mrs. Lovels hand was unable to retrieve it because he 

had a gun in one hand and a baton .in the other. Thus, 

the decision to draw guns immediately meant that, if 

the display of force was not sufficient, the use of 

deadly force would be required. 

Once the stage for the use of force was set, the 

officers continued to escalate the situation by their 

actions. By advancing on Mrs. Love as she attempted to 

retreat, they put themselves in a situation of increased 

danger. 31 

Perhaps the most dramatic demonstration of the dependence of subsequent 

decisions upon earlier 'ones in a deadly force context came from a police 

officer who was a member of a panel discussing appropriate use of police 

weapons. When asked how he would approach an unl ighted building at night 
. 
when he was alone and a burglar was reported to be on the premises, he said, 

III wouldn't approach it, I would get my tail out of there. 1I 

Certain policy implications follow from the precading emphasis upon the 

"shooting decision ll as a series of contingent decisions, with the accompanying 

distinction between reasonableness and correctness in the final frame. One 

such implication involves understanding and, perhaps, eventual control of 

community reactions to certain police shootings. Community analysis, in 

contrast to legal analysis, focuses upon the outcome--like the tragic shooting 

of a 14-year-old, unarmed, completely innocent bOY--iather than upon the data 

available to an officer at the time of decision r.laking. And, of course, 
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sanctioning of an officer must be based on the reasonableness of the final 

decision, not on what is eventually learned, a difference that provides one 

more source of friction. 

Another impl'ication pertains to the distinction between tactical and 

legal ,errors in police shootings. As noted in the above quote, the commission 

believed that· the officers in the Eulia Love case made certain tactical errors 

in the two and one-half minutes immediat~ly before the shooting. Their de-

cision to shoot Eulia Love, however, was considered legally justified by the 

Shooting review Board given the strategic realities at the instant of shoot

;~g. But it is clear that tactical errors in the sequential decision process 

do commonly reduce the alternatives available to the officer at the final 

frame--perhaps, in fact, reduce them to a state of affa irs where one si de 

or the other will necessarily be killed. The path toward amelioration would 

seem to lie in police training, a realm too vast for discussion in this 

context. 

THE STATE OF KNOWLEDGE: BASES FOR POLICY DECISIONS 

One of the clich~s amongpolicymakers in regard to the knowledge avail-

able for relevant decisions is, IIThere are more questions than answers." If 

ever there were a case 'for the unique appropriateness of that clich~, it 

would be in the police use of deadly force. 

How many people are kiiled each year by police weapons? How reasonable 

is that number considering the balance of risks? What are the actual gains 

and losses to society in moving form a common-law statute to one based upon 

the Model Penal Code? What is the real~ionship between the shooting rate in 

a given department and such factors as administrative style in the department, 

community ethnographic characteristics, personal attitudes of the chief of 
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......... pol ice, the form of deadly force statutes and case 1 aw, the power the the 

police association, the investigative procedure following deadly force inci~ 

dents and internal sanct i cnS ; mposed, the forceful ness of the prosecuting 

attorney in initiating criminal action, the likelihood of effectiveness of 

civil suits, community sensitivity (particularly minority community) to the 

kill ing of innocent or apparently innocent peopl e (even though the kill ing 

may be reasonable)? Are a relatively high proportion of police victims blacks 

because they are black or because of the intrusion of extraneous variables? 

If a restrictive administrative regu1ation, accompanied by certain sanctions 
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where appropriate, does lead to a marked reduction in the use of deadly force 

(as seems likely), does the community pay a price in some form, such as in

creases in other deaths and in general crime rates? What are the respective 

rcles of police personalities and police training in effective decision mak

ing with regard to use of deadly force? What; s the effect upon the use of 

deadly force of the typ~ of bullet used in a departmeni? 

At the present time, we are a long way from answering such questions. 

Although the pol ice use of force has been the subject of considerabl e em .. 

pirical work over the years, the type of force studied has been primarily 

nonlethal force. And the studies directed at deadly force show; with few 

exceptions, major flaws in their designs that limit their inferential poten

tial for the development of even primitive theory. Thus, in his recent review 

of the Utereature, Fyfe found that almost all studies of the pol ice use of 

deadly force included only fatal shootings. He states, 

Although these reports provide valuable information 

upon the loss of life resulting from police firearms 

d;sch~rges, research which focuses solely upon inc;

dents ;n which police bullets actually struck and 
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killed the individual for whom they were intended 

cannot be described as having comprehensively examined 

either police firearms discharges or the consequences 

of arming the police with the means of employing deadly 

force. 

Indeed, the omission of non-fatal shootings from the 

research ••• also severely limits the accuracy of its 

description of police uses of deadly force. 32 

To illustrate Fyfe·s point most dramaticaJly, a finding that there were 

few, fatal shooti ngs by the offi cers ina g; ven department mi ght seem to i n

dicate a low rate of police use of weapons, when it actually resulted from 

the officers· poor marksmanship. 

But there surely has been a good deal of heated argument fill ing the 

-:::iii:::' void in scientific knowledge about pol ice shootings. We have, of course, 

the presentations at the various conferences mentioned earlier in this paper. 

In a highly emotional article, Takagi poses the following question: "Why are 

Black people ~illed by the police at a rate nine to ten times higher than 

whites? We can describe the manifestations of racism but cannot adequately 

explain it." 33 He then offers a partial answer: 

............ -

Hi stor; cally, peopl e of color came. to the United 

States not as free persons, but as slaves, indentured 

servants, and as' c'ontract 1 aborers. They were i niti ally 

welcomed under these conditions. As these particular 

systems of exploitation gradually disappeared and the 

people entered the competitive labor market, a variety 

of devices were employed to c,ontinue oppressing them, 

including imprisonment. In the present period described 



.. If" ,,""h_ ... _ ......... . ......... -

MI· .. " ..... 
.... " .. 11 • ........... 

J 

25 

by some as the post-industrial era, increasing numbers 

of peop1e, and especially black people, find themselves 

in the ranks of the unemployed, which establishment 

economists, fixing upon the five percent unemployment 

figure; dismiss as a regular feature of our political 

economy •••. When arrest dnd prison commitment data on 

black people are viewed from this perspective, especially 

the sudden increase in prison commitments from a stable 

rate of 10 percent up to and during the early period of 

World War II to almost double that after the war, there 

is Some basis to suspect that the potice kiZZing of 

bZack citizens is punishment to cont~oZ a surpZus ~bo~ 

popuZation. (i ta 1 i cs added). 34 

Since the actual hard and reliable data available are scant and since 

Fyfe, and Sulton and Cooper both 35 have written good summaries of completed 

reserach, it seems b~st to illustrate the state of knowledge on police use of 

deadly force by looking at a specific and important problem. Why are blacks 
• 

killed by police at an apparently disproportionate rate? 

In their study of seven cities, Milton, et al., found that 79 percent of 

police shooting victims were black, although only 39 percent of the popula

tion over the seven cities was black. 36 Similarly, Harding and Fahey found 

that 75 percent of persons killed by the police were black in a city that 

was 33 percent black,37 Burnham found that 59 percent of those killed by 

police were black in a population that was 19 percent black;38 and Fyfe 

found 60 p~,rcent of the opponents of pol ice in fi rea rm di scha rges were 

_...... black in a city population that was 20 percent black. 39 Robin studied 

fatalities ;n one city (Philadelphia) by direct record search and interviews, 
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and in nine other cities by mailed questionnaire. In Phi1adelphia, he found 

that 88 percent of the victims of police shootings were black in a population 

that was 22 percent black; over the nine other cities he found that 62 per

cent of the decedents were black, but did not report racial proportion5. 40 

Finally, Meyer,41 studying police shootings in a major city, found that .. 
over the years 1974-78, 55 percent of the shootings were at blacks, and in 

1979, 45 percent were at bl acks. About 18 percent of the city's popul at; on 

was black during that period. Thus f the black victimization rate in a given 

population appears to be between two and four times the proportion of blacks 

in that popu1ation. Although this is not the ratio of "nine to ten times" 

reported by Takagi, it obviously does represent a substantial disproportion

ality • 

But ;s population a good basis for this type of comparison? Police as a 

general rule do not shoot college ,pI'ofessors (white or black), physicians . . 
(white or black), infants (white or black), shopkeepers (white or black); and 

so on. It would seem that one needs a base for comparison indicating relative 

exposure to situations that potentially precipitate shooting incidents. A 

move in that direction would be arrest rates, particularly for violent crimes. 

Thus, over their seven cities, Milton et al., found that 73 percent of 

those persons arrested for index crimes were blacks, which is not far from 

their 7q percent black victimization rate. Similarly, Harding and Fahey 

found 73 percent of the arrests for violent or potentially violent crimes 42 

were blacks; their victimization rate for blacks in -police shootings is 75 

percent. Burnham found that the arrest rate of blacks for violent felonies 

was 62 percent 43 ... -the (ompari son vi ct imi zat i on is 59 percent; and Fyfe used 

Burnham arrest data for his analysis (which cOi.lpares the 62 percent arrest 



.......... " ............ 

27 

rate with a deadly force opponent rate of 60 percent). Rol:-i n di d not report 

overall arrest rates. Meyer44 reported the following arre~\t rates of blacks 

for index crimes: 46 percent over 1974-78 and 44 percent in 1979. The com

parison shooting rates were 55 percent and 45 percent, respectively. 

In summary, then, if one compares victimization rates with arrest rates 

for blacks, one comes up with remarkably close numbers: The al/erage percent

ages over the stud; es (unwei ghted and crude) are 62 percent al1d 60 percent. 

But; one might argue against using arrest rates (even arrest rlltes )<or via

',~nt crimes) on the grounds that the di fferences in arrest rlltes between 

whites and blacks may be just another example of harassment of b'lacks by the 

police. 

Consider, then, the following data. Fyfe cross-tabulated rl.\ce of the 

~::::;::.. opponent in a pol ice shooting (whether hit or not) with typ~ of we1apon used 
.. n ..... .. ," ... ~ ... 

--~-"=" 

by the opponent. He found that 61 percent of black opponents car'ri ed hand .. 

guns, rifles, machine guns, or shotguns, while only 36 percent of the white 

opponents did so. On the other hand, only eight percent of blacl{s were 

involved in shooting incidents where there was neither a weapon nor an as ... 
• 

sault on an officer; the comparable figure for whites ;s 36 percl~nt.45 

Similarly, Meyer46 found a higher proportion of black opponents than 

rlh1te opponents to carry guns, but the difference was much narrower: 54 

percent versus 49 percent. But note the following observations: 

••• a total of 19 officers who discharged their weapons 

were shot- .. that is, hit--by suspects' bullets from 1974-

78. Thirty-seven percent--seven--of the suspects in

volved in these shootings were black, 37 percent-

seven--were Hispanic, and 26 percent--five- .. were white. 
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were shot fatally. Four blacks and one Hispanic were 

apprehended in co~nection with these shootings; the 

descent of the person responsible for one of the officer 

fatalities is unknown. 47 

A related analysis is found in the report of Blumberg. 48 Using data 

from two police departments, he studied the characteristics of precipitating 

incidents in which blacks and whites were shot and the intensity of police 

responses to the incidents. To illustrate the mode of analysis, if officers 

were found to shoot at blacks under conditions presenting less danger to the 

offi cers .than the conditi ons ; n ; nci dents i nvol vi ng white opponents, one 

would have a basis for concluding that there 'was discrimination, Likewise) 

if police responses to blacks in shooting episodes were greater than their 
, 

responses to whites (e.g., there were more bullets expended or more officers 

shooting at black opponents), again one would have a basis for the conclusion 

of discrimination. 

Using his findings of a close similarity of precipitating circumstances 

and police responsel in black and white shootings, together with the earlier 

reports of the disproportionately high involvement of blacks in violent 

crimes, Blumberg argued against an explanation linked to discrimination; on 

the basis of the overall evidence now available, he states, liThe burden with 

respect to proving race discrimination by the police in these cities rests .. 
with those who make this claim. 49 

To summarize other perspectives that follow frqm detailed analyses of 

shooting incidents, including type of crime preceding incident, behavior of 

opponent at time of confrontation, and nature of polic2-victim interaction, 

here are several quotes reflecting the inferences of relevant investigators: 
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The large number of negro justifiable homicides in 

Philadelphia subjects, both absolutely and relatively, 

might be interpreted as an indication of racial dis

crimination by the police. Such an inference, however, 

would be unwarranted • 

••• A close examination of the 32 cases indir.ates 

that, with few exceptions, the officers who took the 

criminals' lives acted as any "reasonable manu in their 

position would have. In many cases the officers exer

cised considerable restraint in delaying the use of 

fatal force as long as they did. 50 

More specifically, we must face the issue of whether 

police use of dead1y force is simply another a~pect of 

the race problem. It is submitted that killings by 

police are not an independent aspect of a societal race 

problem, and that any strategy planned for improvement 

which is based on the view of police killings as a race 

problem would be likely to be unsuccessful • 

••• If the race problem were magically to disappear 

over the next few years, this wou1d certainly be 

accompanied by changes in the patterns of criminal 

behavior which would, in turn, have a bearing upon 

police use of dead1y force, probably but not necessar

ily causing it to diminish. But this is not to say 

that use of deadly force by the police is an indepen~ 

dent aspect of the race problem. Police conduct is a 

dependent aspect of general patterns of criminal behdv-
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ior, patterns that are significantly inf1uenced by 

broader considerations of, for example, age~ class, 

and affluence. Victimization is directly related to 

police rontacts with offenses of the sort in which 

firearms are most frequently used by criminals. 51 
.. 

••• Blacks are the mode among New Yorkts police shot

ing opponents because they are also the mode among the 

lower socioeconomic groups which Most frequently pre

cipitate extreme police-citizen violence. 52 

For ·genera 1 interest, contr'ast these perspect; ves wi th those presented 

earl i er ; n the context of nati ana 1 conferences to combat llpO 1 i ce racism. It 

One last component in this line of argument ;s the overall level of 

violence, or expected violence, ;n the communities where fatal police-citizen 

encounters are likely to occur. That is partly reflected in the arrest rates 

for violent crimes given dbove. Various aspects of the Bonita Carter shoot

ing provide a dramatlc feel for the aura of vi01ence, actual and potentia1. 

First) it might be recalled, the incident was precipitated by a black customer 

who shot from the parking area into a 7-11 store. But, consider the fol10w i ng 

other indications of a violent atmosphere in the store offered in the testi

mony before the hear; n9 Ct,i"mittee set up by Mayor Vann to invest i gate the 

case. Wayne Crusoe was an employee of the 7-11 store on duty on the night .. 
of the Carter shooting. In answer to a question on activities the night of 

the incident. he testified, 

Well, sir, while I was stocking, which I think was 

approximately about five minutes after I had been in 
. . 

the cooler 1 first heard something go ~am, which I 
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thought was the cooler door opening and closing like 

somebody has just opened it and closed it. Then, I 

heard a series of bam, bam, and looked out and saw the 

customers scrambling for safety. A lady fell down in 

front of the cooler. I realized--when I heard the next 

bang I figured somebody must be shooting. So I got my 

pistoZ out of my pocket (italics added) and pushed the 

cooler door open. 53 

Later in the testimony, the {ollowing axchange occurred between the same 

witness and his interrogator: 

A: Yes, sir. That;s when somebody said, "He is get

ting away ;n the car. II 

Q: Do you know who that person who made that statement, 

"He is getting away in the car" is? 

A: 1 think it was someone in the store. I think it 

might have been David [another store employee]. That 

is when Ray [a third employee] ran from behind the 

counter and went out the door. I hollered, "Ray hold 

it,ll but he was outside. 

Q: What if anythi ng di d Ray have with him? 

A: We 11, he 'had a pistoZ t7zat 1.:::8 a • 4~ (ita 1 i cs 

added).54 

The fol10win9 exchange was with Louise Daniels, a close friend of Bonita 

Carter: 

Q: Okay. And, what if anything did you see her [a 

f~iend of the customer doing the shooting] do? 

A: When he went across the street--no--when he shot, 
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two men came out of the store--two men that worked in 

the store. 

Q: All right. What if anything did they have with 

them? 

A: I beg your pardon? 

Q: Did they have anything with them when they came out 

out of the store? 

A: Yes. 

Q: What did they have? 

. A: Two guns. 

Q: And, were they long guns or pistols? 

A: I don't know anythi ng about guns. r know they were 

guns • 

Q: Well, do you remember whether they. were hand guns 

or long guns like he had? 

A: One of them was long. 

Q: One was a long gun? 

A: Right. 

Q: Okay, and, what did they do when they came out of 

the store? 

A: They started ~hooting at Pickett [the customer who 

was shooting into the store].SS 

One coul d gi ve other exampl es of test imony to ;." ustrate the Wi 1 d West" 

atmosphere (exemplified by the behavior of the white salesmen as well as that 

of the b1 ack customer) ;n the env; rons of the 7~11 store. It was hardly 
", ... .uuu. 

"="' conducive to the cool, detached decision making that one might 1 ike in a 
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choice that could cost a human life. But the more important point in the 

present context is that violence leads to an expectation of further violence, 

and, explanations of police shooting based soleiY upon racial bigotry cannot 

be persuasive given so rich a source of alternative plausible hypotheses. 

SUMMARY 

The evidence does seem to indicate that race enters as a differentiating 

factor in police shootings primarily because of its correlation with slIch 

variables as affluence and atmosphere of violence. Of course, there can be 

no claim that these extraneous. relationships account for all the variance .. ·

thus, for example, evidence from other types of research indicates that 

empathy and sympathy are related to perceived social di..~ance, and these 

emotions could be inverse1y related to a tendency to escalate a situation of 

confrontation. But, currently available data and the low-level inferences 

that appear warranted on the basis of these data make it seem that such oft

repeated statements as the fo11 owing are more intended to provoke than to 

enlighten: "Police have one trigger finger for blacks and another for 

whites.,,56 
• 

Thi s i 11 ustrati on of the state of knowl edge about one aspect of the 

police use of deadly force shows the difficulties of determining policy when 

the data. are few and the emotions intense. Yet, policy decisions must be 

made; Police officers must be selected, officers must be trained, laws and 

regulattons must be written, shooting incidents must be reviewed and evalu-. 
ated, community reactions must be handled, police reactions must be handled, 

and so on. Thus, the limited research data available must be used to raise 

the probability of systemwide success in making policy deciSions, must be 

~:: used to stimulate thoughtful rather than emotional debate. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Board of Police Commissioners, "The Shooting of Eulia Love," "Investiga

tion and Adjudication of Use of Force Incidents," The Reports of the 

Board of Police Commissioners Concerning the Shooting of Eulia Love and 

the Use of Deadly Force, parts 1 and 2 (Los Angeles, Board of Police Com

missioners, 1979). 
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cipal mode depends upon death certificates filled out by coroners and 

sent.to the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), via state 

registrars. Tabulations are then presented in the national mortality 

data published annually. in Vital Statistics of the United States. But 

comparisons of data generated by the death certificate mode with those 

generated by other means (e.g., incidence rates reported in studies of . 
police operations in various cities) convinced Lawrence W. Sherman and 

Robert H. Langworthy ("Measuring Homicide by Police Officers," Journal 

of Criminal Law and Criminology, Winter 1979, pp. 546-60) that there 

was serious underreporting of deaths due to the pol ice in NCHS data. 

To illustrate, Vital Statistics showed 257 such deaths for California 

over the years 1970 to 1976, while data derived directly from police 

departments showed there were 544. There are many reasons for the 
• 

underreport i ng by NCHS, i ncl udi ng poor qual i ty of di agnoses as to the 

cause of death by coroners, ambi gui ties in the. categori es for vi 01 ent 

death in NCHS guidelines, and some distortion stemming from a desire on 

the part of the coroner to minimi?e legal and political cOr:1plications. 
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the following LEAA document: Robert N. Brenner and Marjorie Kravitz, 

eds., A Community Concern: Police Use of Deadly Force (Washington, 

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1979). 

4. Workshop proceedings have been published in Commnity Relations Service, 

,U.S. Department of Justice, Police Use of Deadly Force, What Police and 

the Community Can Do About It (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 

Office, 1979). 

5. See U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Police Practices and the Preserva-

tion of Civil Righis Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 

1979)0 

6. Vernon E. Jordan, Jr., "Address at Nationdl Consultation on Police Use 

of Force ll (mimeo., Washington, D.C., DeCember 11,1979). 

7. In Commission on Civil Rights, Police Practices and the Preservation of 

Civil Rights, p. '36. , 

8. Exodus, 21:13. 

9. Exodus, 22:17. 

10. Sanford 1. Kadish, "Respect for Life and Regard for Rights in the Crim

inal Law," California Law Review, July 1976, p. 897. 

11. Sir William S. Holdsworth, A History of English Law, vol. 3, 5th ed. 

(London, England: Methuen & Co., Sweet and Maxwell, 1942). 
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12. Floyd R. Finch, "Deadly Force to Arrest: Triggering Constitutional 

Review," Harvard Civil Rights - Civil Liberties Law Reivew, Spring 1976, 

pp. 361-89. 

13. Illinois Revised Statutes, ch. 38, sec. 7-5 (1961). 

14. Fi nch, "Deadly Force to Arrest. II 

15. People v .. Jones, 191 Cal. App. 2d 478 (1961); People v. Piorkowski, 41 

Cal. App. 3d 324 (1974); People v. Ceballos, 12 Cal. App. 3d 470 (1974); 

Long Beach Pol ice Officers Association v. City of Long Beach, 61 Cal. 

App. 3d 364 (1976); Kortum v. Alkire, 69 Cal. App. 3d 325 (19i'7). 

16. The Jones, Piorkowski, and Ceballos decisions were made in the context 

of c'ases in which private citizens shot other citizens. Although the 

courts did prohibit the use of deadly force against a fleeing felon when 

there was no violence, there were no direct implications for the police 

since none of the cases involved deadly force by a police officer. 

Therefore, the decisions were directly releyant to California Penal Code 

Section 197, but not to Section 196. In the Long Beach Police Officers 

Association case, one dealing with a suit claiming that officers' rights 

were violated by restrictive regulation, the court indicated that the 

rationale behind the restrictive interpretation for citizens (i.e., the 

added requirement of violence) was equally applicable to police officers. 

The court in Kortum sei zed upon the Long Beach wordi ng in conjuncti on 

with the earlier three· decisions to argue that the deqdly force author

i zed by state statutes "may be resorted to only if the felony is a 

forcible and atrocious one which threatens death' or serious bodily harm 

or there are other ci rcumstances which reasonably create a fear of 

death or serious bodily harm" (p. 334). 

17. Kortum, at 333. 

~-----------------------------------------
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18. Amelioration seems a misnomer in ~his case. The dissent, by Associate 

Justice Hanson, in the Peterson v. City of Long Beach decision at the 

appellate level (140 Ca. Rptr. 401 [1977]) was particular1y vitriol;c in 

its denunciation of the reasoning and conclusion in the Kortum case. 

Hanson wrote, /IIn my view when Kortum rewrote section 196 by inserting 

the words 'forcible and atrocious I before the word Ifelony' without 

resorting to constitutional, statutory, or other proper judicial au

thority, it did violence to the constitutional doctrine of separation 

of powers as reflected in the Constitution of the State of California" 

(at 415). " ••• the ralifornia legislature enacted section 196 as written 

. in black ink in the book and it and only it or the people under the 

initiative process have the power to change it by inserting the words 

'forcible and atrocious' before the word 'felony'H (at 415). IIIn the 

last analysis, the Legislature ;s the proper branch of government to 

determine whether or not Cal; fornia pol ice officers when respondin~ to 

urgent calls from law-abiding 1 tax-paying citizens reporting burglaries 

in progress should proceed post haste to aperehend the suspect(s), 

wearing track shoes and armed only with water pistols H (at 417). That 

there may be merit ; n thi s argument is i ndi cated by the fact that, 

after the Kortum decision, a California legislator introduced a bill to 

modify Penal Code Section 196 to include the words IIforcible and atro .. 

cious/I as modifiers of IIfelony.1I The bill was defeated. 

19. Cunningham v. Ellington, 323 F. Supp. 1072, 1075 (1971). 

20. Mattis v. Schnarr, 404 F. Supp. 643, 650 (1975). 

21. Wiley v. Memphis P{)lice Department, 548 F.2d 1247, 1253 (1977). 

22. Beech v. Melancon, 465 F.2d 425 (1972). 

23. Jones v. Marshall, ~28 F.Zd 132 (1975). 
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26. Gerald F. Uelmen, "Varieties of Police Policy: A Study of Police Policy 

Regarding the Use of Deadly Force in Los Angeles County," Loyola of Los 

Angeles taw Revie~ Jan. 1973, pp. 1-65. 

27. The Firearms Discharge Policy, as revised, states, "Every officer is 
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this policy and an officer1s alleged ignorance of this' policy shall not 

be a defense against departmental disciplinary action brought against an 

officer for violation of this policy. (1) A po1ice officer may discharge 

a fi rearm in the 1 ine of duty, when necessary to defend himsel f or a 

thi rd person from what the off; cer has reasonabl e cause to bel i eve is 

the imminent use of deadly physical force. (2) After all reasonable 

. a 1 ternat i ves to apprehens i on have been e~hausted, the use of deadly 

force by an officer may be considered warranted to make an arrest or to 

prevent the escape from custody of a person whom the officer has reason

able cause to bel ieve: . (a) has committed or attempted to commit a 

felony involving the use of deadly physical force, or (b) is attempting 

to esc:ape apprehensi on, or custody by the use of deadly force, or (c) 

has indicated that he is likely to endanger human life or to inflict 

serious physical injury unless apprehended without delay. (Note: The 

officer is entitled to asurne that a person committing anyone of the 

folowing crimes is commitcng that crime while armed, or is attempting 

to flee while armed: Homicide, Assault with Intent to t1urder, Robbery, 

Rape, Burglary of Business in Nighttime, Burglary of Residence in Night .. 

time.) (3) Justification for the use of a firearm is limited to the 
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Shine v. State, 204 ~o. 2d 817 (1967); Livingston v. Browder, 285 So. 

24 923 (1973). 

28. liThe Shooting of Eulia Love,1I p. 30. The policy statement regarding the 

use of fi rearms authori zed the use of deadly force only under the fol ... 

lowing three circumstances (Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Sec

tion 1/556.40): 11(1) To protect [the officer] or others from an immedi ... 

ate threat of death or serious bodily injury; (2) To prevent a crime 

where the suspect's actions place other persons in jeopardy of death or 

serious bodily injury; or (3) To appreherc.' a fleeing felon for a crime 
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PREFACE 

As stated in the Introduction to Volume I of this report, we visited 14 

police departments throughout the country. as part of an evaluational survey, 

and then selected four of these departments as site settings for intensive 

study. During the survey, and more especially during the study, we discussed .. 
deadly force and related matters with many police officers and civic leaders, 

we examined many documents--some highly confidential, and we observed police 

officers in action, even po1ice officers assigned to the most dangerous of 

environments and tasks. 

In that jprocess, we supplemented the information derived from Our 

formal, more analytical approach (discussed in Volume IV) with descriptive 

material which we consider extraordinarily rich, and useful for understanding 

police behavior despite its susceptibility to many alternative plausible 

hypotheses. 

This volume, then, contains that descr'ipt;ve material and conjectures 

based on the material. This is purely observational stufff--with all its 

limitations--and, we believe, all its strengths. While one may net feel 

comfortable in developing a theory of police behavior on the basis of such 

observations and the resulting conjectures, we feel that they provide the 

framework for invaluable insights into that behavior. Those insights, when 

balanced against the hard data and their analyses of Volume '~I!~ and the 
I 

earlier work discussed in Volume II provide as reasonable a base for decision 

maki n9 in regard to pol icy and procedure as we can. imagi ne at thi s ti me. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

VIOLENCE: AMERICAN STYLE 



1 

Shooting in the Ghetto 

In the sunnner of 1980, one of us had the opportunity to "ride 

along" as an observer with a tactical patrol unit (Target Red) in the 

central ward of the city of Ne~ark. Newark is, as almost everyone 

knows, one of the more violent cities in the United States. In July, 

more than 25 citizens died at the hands of other human beings. A three-.. 
month old baby was killed in a revenge slaying. A respected black 

community leader was killed as he mildly reprimanded two young robbers 

who were holding up his store. Another shopkeeper was killed as he , 
delivered his money to his victims. An elderly man was killed because 

he had but a few dollars to give his attackers. 

The city at every turn gives evidence of the price exacted by urban 

violence. Many of the stores and buildings are abandoned, long "torched" 

by ""sonists. Interestingly, one finds an ethnic history in many scorched 

stores: Goldstein's TailrJr Shop, Harcutti' s Radio Store, Sullivan's 

Meat Narket. A sign hangs bent outside of a Safe,,-ay store: liTo our 

customers: We will open soon. Signed A. Guzzi, }!anager, July 1967." 

Many of the stores still in business are guarded by armed security 

guards. Telling!y, in an ice cream parlor, a stra~berry ice cream cone 

is retrieved through a slot behind a bulletproof glass protecting the 

clerks. 

As the tactical team pegins its Saturday night patrol, several of 

the most hardened veterdns speculate that even for Newark this night 

\.,rill be spec.ial. "Something, II one of them speculai:es, "is surely going 

to go down tonight." 

No longer than ten minutes after the car leaves the tactical patrol 

headquarters, the officers see a young, tall, blac~ man offering celluloid 
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bags of heroin to the white passersby in their cars. The officers jump 

out, frisk, search, and handcuff the man. Soon, a woman runs up to the 

car just as the police officers arrest the man, screaming: 

Don't let them take him, I'm pregnant. We just got married. 

I only have him three months. Donrt let them take him. It's 

my husband. Don't take him away. We just got :married a week 

ago. Don't hurt him. He didn't do nothing wrong. Don't do 

it. 

As the police officers moved the man towards the car, a small crowd 

hostilely gathered in front of the police car. One man in Black Muslim 

garb menaced the officers: "Where are you taking that :man?" As the car 

started to drive away, the manls wife suddenly threw herself on the car 

screaming again and again, "Don't do it •••. don't do it." The prisoner 

shook noticeably, "It ain r t right," he moaned. "Please, Mr., don 't do 

it." The crowd thickened. Finally, the Black l-.tuslim grabbed the woman 

and stated, "They're just doing their job, honey. You'll see him again." 

The officers relaxed in the car and drove the man to the station. A 

warrant check indicated he was wanted for robbery in two states; murder 

:(.n another • 

The booking precinct turned out to be almost as bizarre as the 

world the officers had left on the streets. As the officers were ~~iting 

their reports, a young man came into the station requesting a patrol car 

to aid his mother who, according to him, was being attacked on an upper 

floor of a housing project across the street fro~ the police station • 

Young Man: Please sir, come qUick, my mother is being 

attacked. 



Police Sergeant: 

Young Man: 

PoliC' Sergeant: 

Young Man: 

.. 

Police Sergeant: 

Young Man: 

3 

'-There is she? 

On the 17th floor of the Hays Project, Apt. 

1702. 

lfuy didn't you call 733-6000? 

It's always busy. Are you going to send 

someone? 

I don't have a single car to send. 

lfuat about these guys Ilooking at us]? 

Police Sergeant: They're busy. Look, son, it's a rough town. 

rne young man left in disgust. A few minutes later a cab driver 

staggered into the precinct bleeding from a wound below the neck. "This 

whore took me to the Club 666. Said she'd give me a blow job free and 

then these guys came out from the bar and took my money and shot me •..• " 

Several minutes later, the "whore" herself entered the station with a 

friend, complaining that "this cab driver" had stolen her house keys. 

The woman was arrested; the cab driver was taken to the hospital. 

Minutes later another car brought in a man, mercilessly beaten about the 

face. "He might die," one of· the officers offered prophetically. The 

officer went on to observe that, "this guy was a hit man who tried to 

stiff out a dealer twice his size with a .25. He hit the guy in the 

shoulder and then the bigger guy.did this to him with his gun. Tragic., 

ain I t it?" The sergeant, at this point, chillled in wi th some addition:3.l 

news to add to the events of the night: 

Guess what; they hit Sully, the dealer that o\.,?Us the Lucky 

Star. 357 car found him; $1,600 cash in his pants, keys to 

his El Dorado. I guess they-weren't trying to rob him. 

\ 
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As the tactical team finally left the station, its prisoner finally 

incarcerated in a cell, the officers heard the following dispatch: "455 

officer needs assistance. Shots fired. Special officer 235 Seymour 

Ave." As they reached the address, they saw a young security guard 

waving frantically at them with a shotgun. 

Italian Security Guard: They came up to me and tried to get my 

gun--like this Idemonstrates]. 

Black Tactical Officer: How ~ny of them were there? 

Italian Security Guard: A dozen; I kicked one of them out and 

Black Man on Street: 

Another Black Man on 
Street 

It~lian Security Guard: 

they all came back trying to get me. 

He could have hit some children. There 

were children down the street. 

He was wrong. That's how you get riots 

by doing shit like this. Good thing he 

didn't hit no one or there be lots of 

buildings burning tonight. 

Italking rapidly to the black police 

officerJ What do you do when a nigger 

tries to take your gun? He was just 

like this (demonstrates], 

Black Ts,ctical Officer: A whatr 

A few minutes later, while patrolling in a known lIred light lt area, 

the car stopped to chat with a few other officers. "Look over there, It 

said one officer. "There are some shitum, dragging another one into 

that lot." "I guess that's one less shitum,1I the other officer nonchalant-

ly replied. ~Vhile continuing their discussion, the officers received a 
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call to assist on a person shot call. The officers sped to a dark side 

street in the south end of town and found a man lying on the ground 

bleeding f~om a gunshot wound in the leg. 

Officer: 

Man: 

Officer: . 

RADIO: 

Officer: 

Han: 

Officer: 

RADIO: 

Who shot you? 

These guys from Springfield. 

Let me talk with the detectives Iturns 

on portable radio]. [To the radio] Hey, 

there is this guy on 10th Street who's 

been shot by three guys who .• he said robbed 

him. What do you want me to do with him. 

Does he know who shot him? 

Do you know their names? "'here they 

live? 

Oh, it hurts. Not truthfully. I think. 

they hang out up on 17th and Springfield, . 
I think. 

Nol linto the radio] 

Take the guy to the hospital, ~ite the 

report, and routine it. 

Officer: Routine it? 

RADIO: Yah, routine it, ~le're busy here. 

The tactical team car rod~ on. A few blocks later they passed a group 

of 15 or 20 young men hovering over a heated game of dice. 

Officer One: You see that guy cover up? 

Officer Two: Yup. You want to do lee? 

Officer One: ~~~y the fuck not? 
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~s the young officers approached the dice game, mOst of the participants 

automatically scattered into the streets. Two Een were singled out and 

halted. One ot the men was the young man whom the officers had noticed 

before. As he lay spread-eagle on the '.fall, the officer whistled, "Look 

what we found here, a .32 with 6, 9, no 13 bullets. My, my." The 

apparent o~er of 'the gun was placed in the car and began to chatter: 

lilt wasn't mine. This guy gave it to me. He said he was going down to 

18th and for me to hold it. My weekend's all fucked up. Can you imagine 

two years in jail for a lousy favor? I'm going to get that mother

fucker when I get out. You can mother fucking believe that. Hey, you 

guys got some dope I can smoke? I really need some herb •.•••••••••• " 

After booking the man with the gun in the precinct, the officers 

returned to the street. Less than a block from the precinct they received 

a call to investigate a shot-fired call involving a shotgun in a Spanish 

billiard parlor in a high-crime zone. The glass window of the billiard 

parlor was totally shattered by the blast. A short black man stood 

obviously shaken, next to a rather large woman--his mother. 

Mother: God damn NOl~n, he's gone too far. 

Police Officer: Who's Norman? 

Mother: 

Police Officer: 

Hother: 

He's my son's cousin; my nephew. He lives 

with me sometimes. 

Where is Norman now? 

Well, he'll be at 177 Chestnut at about 

~dnight. I know he'll be there, and I 

know he'll have the shotgun. 

Apparently the blast was aimed at Norman. The team hid behind a wall in 

front of 177 Chestnut Street. Some children approa.ched them: "Hey, are 
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you police officers?!' An older teenager laughingly approached the front 

of the house. "Hey, you guys want some broads?" He laughed and walked 

on. Another young man approached the officers kneeling with their 

shotguns. 

Man: Hey, someone just broke into my house. 

Police Officer: Can't you see we're busy? .. 
Man: You guys don't do shitl You are never 

fucking there when artyone needs you. 

Finally, after more than an hour of waiting, the officers ~aw a man 

dancing down the middle of Chestnut Street. !t is the son, who presumably 

was a target of assassination nearly an hour earlier. He obviously ~vas 

drunk. "Hey, guess what?" he calls to his friends on the sidewalks. 

"The police are going to shoot liorman. The police are out there with 

shotguns and are going to kill Norman.1t The tactical officers sullenly 

resheathed their shotguns and returned to the car. 

Driving b~ck towards the center of town, the officers stopped to 

talk with a "snitch" watching a group of nearly 50 black "bikers" contented-

ly drinking,beer and chatting on their parked motorcycles. HIt's been 

quiet here,1I offered the snitch. 1II donlt know about the rest of the 

area." All of a sudden the patrol car radio began spet,.."ing forth a 

series of "in-p't'ogress" reports which highlighted life at its worst in 

Newark: .. 
- Shots fired, Club 666; persons hit; check to see if there is 

someone who knows about a baby left in a baby carriage. One of 

the victims was its mother. 

- Shots fired; tavern; amphetamine robbery; several persons; roll 

both a unit and two ambulances to the location; looks like same 
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guys on job before; check license 790 LOVE VICTOR UTAH, Ne~ ... York; 

four black males; older model Olds or Ford. 

Finally: 

- Car 127 has observed a car matching that description; 8th and 

Avon; three or four male& seem to be inside; ,they are in pursuit; 

all cars please assist. 

In the tactical car, the officers advise the observer to "hold on." As 

they speed towards 8th and Avon, barely missing several cars, one officer 

whistles, III wish I had my lollipip, I wish I had it now •••.•• ," obviously 

to relieve the tension. Suddenly, there appeared before the speeding 

tactical car the flashing red lights of Car 127 less than one block in 

front of them. Just ahead of the tactical car was a white Ford with New 

York plates weaving chaotically. Later, an official report would describe 

the events which transpired in the next few instances as follows: 

0010 hI'S PIa M. along with PIa c. L. in unit 127 were fired upon 

by .3 suspects in an auto that they had been fol1o~rlng which committed 

several traffic violations. These officers while following a 1965, 

Ford reg. 790 LVU with .3/B/M, attempted to pull this suspect auto 

over to check same out. This auto tried to elude these officers 

and suspects fired twice at pIa A. and L. Officer L. then returned 

this fire by firing 4 ttm~s at these suspects. This auto continued 

to elude these officers but were finally apprehended at 108 Sherman 

ave with all occupants by unit 516 pIa J. and P/o}t. 

Driver of this auto ,H. tv. of 30 Gillettla PI. was found to have been 

shot in the re. shoulder upon apprehension. rnis suspect ~as taken 

to College Hospital where he was detained for' gunshot wound of the 

rt. shoulder. Second and third suspect T. N. of 32 Chester ave and 
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late'r to Hdqts. al1d all were slated for Agg. Assault on Police 

Officers and for POSSe Dangerous Weapon. 

At the sound of each shot, the officers picked up speed. Finally, 

the white Ford stopped with officers from 516, 127, and our car pulling 

three men from the vehicle, one man bleeding profusely from an arm 

wound, which now sat double parked (almost innocently) at an intersection 

with a busy tavern at one corner filled with happy drinkers. Several 

dozen men and women from the bar poured out onto the street to see what 

had happened. An unmarked car carrying the tactical team commander, a 

lieutenant, also arrived on the street corner: 

Lieutenant: What happened? Is everyone alright? 

You okay? You sure? 

Officer: I'm okayJ IHe pulled nervously and in 

pain at his right trigger finger as if 

he had hurt it in his hurried firing.) 

Lieutenant: Now, what happened? 

Officer: The cocksuckers shot at me, that's all; 

the cocksucker shot at me. 

By now, che rather drunk spectators became bolder. One man announced 

in a loud belligerent voice~ not directed, however, at anyone in particular: 

Why don't you poleece go shoot people in your own neighborhood? 
• 

tfhy did you go shoot this poor nigger in the car? It happens alL 

the time; the police shoot at us poor niggers. I'm tired of ~his 

shit.! 
. 

The man in the car lay writhing in pain. "Ooh," he screamed, "get me a 

doctor •••.•• 11 A man who was riding in Tac Car 127 (a prisoner in custody 

due to a child support warrant) fended off the angry police officer ~ho 
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glared at him almost pleading, HI didn't have nothing to do with this. 

I'm here fol::' ~omething else." 

Back at Tac Headquarters, most of the Tac Squad was laying about in 

various stages of ~~haustion. Two men were asleep under the Nautilus 

equipment; three others talked nervously on telephones to girlfriends. 

Officer One: What you want to do now? 

Officer Two: Sleep. 

Officer One: How can you sleep? Letts go get fucked 

someplace, 

Officer Two: You get fucked. I'm going to sleep. 

At this point, the observer proceeded to Gl'eenwich Village to calm 

his nerves. He went to a deserted Bagel Nosh restaurant and ate chive 

cheese bagels, two ott a plate. He attempted to explain to the chef what 

had happened only a few hours earlier; how this guy had tried to blow 

his colleagues apart with a 9mm Lugar gun; how he had lain bleeding in 

the back of the car. The chef seemed quite unimpressed with the story. 

He announced that the restaurant was elosing and that everyone (the 

. oHserver was the only one left in the restaurant) had to leave. The 

observer went home and tried to sleep. As he lay awake, he tried to 

imagine how he would have reacted if he were armed and in Car 127. In 

an instant the officer had made a decision which held in the balance his 

own life; his opponents, and possibly others. He realized that he 

. observed firsthand what he and his research partner had been studying 

for more than two years. He had to get some sleep. The Red Team was 

due to go back on the streets at 11:00 a.m., the n~~t morning. 

Scope and Organization of the Book 

tve ~'ill begin with a broad overview of the context in I..'hich police 

deadly force occurs, emphasizing psychological aspects of police decision 
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making in armed cc'mfrontations. Po.llowing thp~, ~V'e will focus on cultural, 

contextual, admi:.1istrative, and legal fa.;;i:ors that are influential in 

determining outcomes in police-citizen encounters involving deadly 

force. Next we will deal with the issue of justification for the use of 

deadly force and then analyze so~e of its social and politiccl consequences. 

Finally, we will propose certain interventions designed to control .. 
police uses of deadly force and to ameliorate negative after.maths. 

More specifically, in Chapter 2 we use four illustrations of actual 

deadly force encounters with different 9utcomes to demonstrate the many 

facets of police deciSion making where shooting is a potential or actual 

outcome. 

In Chapter 3, "A Tool of the Trade," we will describe the cultural 

marriage of the gun with policing. ~~e will describe the gu-q. as a "psycho

logical identity tool ll of many police officers. We will suggest that 

guns for police offic~rs serve a variety of symbolic purposes in addition 

to the obvious protective one. We will also describe the importance of 

police weapons in contexts where t shot at a human being might even 

plausably be fired, illustrating the variety of purposes guns serve in 

different police activities. 

In Chapter 4, "Barrel to Barrel," we will describe the variety of 

armed confrontations faced by police officers, emphasizing situational 

differences in the opponen~s faced by police officers. The type of 

opponent, whether an "instrument" ('.riminal or an insane person, create 

very different dilemmas for the police officer. Swlarly, we will 

sugges t the importance of the mode of contact (off-duty, regular patr.:>l 

or planned apprehension), the numbers of officers presents and "space 

and light" in determining the decision to use deadly force and the 

outcome of an armed confrontation. 
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Chapter 5, IIWe Pay Them to Hake Decisions, I, will analyse some of 

the differences in confrontations which result in shots being fired 

against an opponent with those in which.a use of deadly force is averted. 

We will analyze in depth two cases involving very similar circumstances 

but very different outcomes. In one incident a woman armed with a knife 

is killed by two police officers. In the other incident., a woman similarly 

armed is arrested without injury to her or the police officer. We ~~ll 

also suggest that one key to understanding the differences between the 

two types. of incidents is to focus upon decisions made by police officers 

early in the confrontation. Finally, we wd.ll analyze the social influences 

which shape police officer decisions at each phase of the encounter. 

In Chapter 6, liThe Problem With Police Officers is Tlla,t They are 

Human Beings Like the Rest of Us," we will analyze the psychological 

competencies required for an officer to cope effectively with armed 

confrontations. We will describe the personality profiles of some 

officers who have shot numerous times, contrasting them with officers 

who have rarely fired in scores of armed confrontations. We will, for 

~ple) explore the role of human emotions, ability to recognize accurate

ly reality in armed confrontations, interpersonal and physical skills, 

and moral judgment as they affect the police officer's ability to cope 

with armed confrontations. 

In Chapter 7, IIPreventing the Inevitable,1I we will analyze the 

impact of police administrative policies and procedures upon decisions 

to use deadly force: What is the impact of for~l police administrative 

policy upon a typic,al police officer's decision process in armed confronta

tions? What influence similarly do shooting guidelines, training, 

operational rules, and shooting review ~ert upon the rate of police 

deadly force? 
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In Chapter 8, I'A Proble;m of Value,1\ we will be concerned with legal 

and ethical aspects of police deadly force. ~fuat is the moral justifica-

tion for taking human life? What level of threat justifies the killing 

of another human being? How might the right-to-life of the citizen be 

balanced with that of the police officer i\'l policies governing use of 

deadly force • .. 
TI1ese ethical concerns parallel important legal concerns. Many 

state legal statutes (24/50) permit the use of deadly force against 

fleeing felons. Others provide mere stringent tests necespary to justify 

a use of deadly force. An analysis of different legal justifications 

will be'critically presented. We also will define and analyze some new 

issues related to police deadly force related to officer negligence and 

manicipal civil liability. 

In Chapter 9, "The Racial Politics of Police Deadly Force," we \.n.ll 

be concerned with political and cultural responses tc police uses of 

deadly force. While there is no evidence that the number of shooting 

incidents has increased significantly in recent years, there is abundant 

evidence that the sensitivities of communities have increased greatly. 

~ve will state that this may stem from increased value placed upon human 

life, a general shift from emphasis of social convenience to human 

rights, the rapidly changing status of minority groups and the special 

sensitivities that go "'>i,th. changes of that sort, and a general abhorrence 

of actions that are perceived as authoritarian. tle ~"ill analyze the 

direct political consequences of police uses of deadly force. Tnus, the 

shooting of Bonita Carter in Birmingham was a major factor in the defeat 

for reelection of the incumbent mayor, and, also, the shooting of Melvin 

Black in Oakland led to the decision to establish a police revie~ board 
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in that city. Moreover; the civic turmoil that was evident in the 

cities mentioned above (among others) carries dangers of escalating into 

the destructive civil strife witnessed in many cities of the 1960's and 

Miami in 1980. We will suggest that action is badly needed to prevent 

further erosion of policl:-community rapport and before there are escalations 

t.hat may scar society ff':lr years to come. 

In a final chapter, we will propose some interventions to reduce 

the immediate and long-term consequences of police use of deadly force. 

Alternative weapons, bullets, training, and personnel selection will be 

discussed. Model legal and administrative policies THill be also proposed 

and. reviewed. Finally, we will suggest a number of strategies to facilitate 

community-police reconciliation following a controversial and embittering 

use of deadly force of police officers. 

In these chapters we will strive to describe for the reader (as 

faithfully as we are able) the reality and meaning of the use of deadly 

force for the urban police officer. In analyzing the variety of armed 

confrontations faced by police officers, the influences upon officer 

decision making and the impact of office~ competences upon the decision 

to shoot, we hope to provide the reader with a model useful, both for 

understanding police officers' decisions to use deadly force, and more 

importantly for conceptualizing interventions designed to control both 

police 'officer and citizen injuries and deaths. Also, through our 

review of administrative, legal, and political control mechanisms upon 

the rate of police deadly force, we hope to provide an understanding of 

some of the complex forces which limit and control police officers' 

decisions to use deadly force. Finally, in proposing a number of plausable 
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interventions to control deadly force, we hope to offer a number of 

policy remedies for public consideration. To be successful, we must 

provide a coherent value perspective towards the police use of deadly 

force. In the effort to conceptualize the perspective, we must balance 

both police officer and citizen lives and evaluate "errors" in the use 

of deadly force in such a way that neither the legitimate rights of 

citizens nor of police officers are minimized. In writing about a 

controversial topic such as the police use of deadly force, it is difficult 

to avoid either emotional mot'alism on the one hand (either blaming 

police officers or criminals) or an equa1ly-l isleading scientific objectiv

ism on the other. In this book, we will seek to understand rather than 

judge; we will also never forget that our topic involves serious injury 

and the violent loss of life of both pol~ee officers and citizens. 



CHAPTER THO 

.. 

THE DILEHHAS OF POLICE DEADLY FORCE: AN OVERVIEW 



Fe\~ cities are as violent as Newark in terms of its frequency and 

intensity of expression in citizen-to-citizen encounters. Nevertheless, 

more generally, violence is almost as centrally associated withzthe 

American image in the 1980's as apple pie and HcDonald's hamburgers. 

Concrete support for the appropriateness of that association is readily 

available ip the crime statistics provided by the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation in its Uniform Crima Reports. 

And the police throughout the United States cannot avoid that 

violence any more than the police in Newark can. Indeed ,.the shooting 

of the man in the car, as described in Chapter One, \~as one of perhaps 

2000 incidents in 1980 that resulted in a police officer wounding or 

killing a citizen with a gun. 

\'7hile that shooting in Newark was not at all controversial, conceptual 

questions regarding the officer's decision to use deadly force are still 

relevant. Hhat tactics by the officers precip.itated the shooting? 

Could these have been changed. t\~y did the officer fire at the car 

rather than break off the pursuit? Hhat enabled hit:l to remain caln 

enough to hit the driver of the car in the midst of a relatively high

speed pursuit? 

It is also important to understand the ~pact of the shooting on 

both the officers involved and the community. How do officers understand 

their decision to use deadly force? i&at is the long-cerm impact of a 

use of deadly force upon their lives? How do perceptions of conmunity 

members of such incidents differ from those of police officers? i{hat is 

the relationship of such differences in perceptions to further disorder 

and violence? 
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Finally, there are questions as to how the rights of citizens and 

police officers are to be balanced in a manner consistent with the 

ideals of fairness implicit in a dlAtOocratic society? 'I<That risks should 

constitute a sufficient threat to warrant the use of deadly force by a 

police officer? How might policies be developed to protect simultaneously 

the safety of police officers and of citizens who are threatened by 

cl:iminal activity? Hhat policies might be encouraged to reduce the 

chance of injury or death to both police officers and citizens. 

The inquiry to follow is important for political, moral, as well as 

very immediate practical. reasons. Hany communities have been literally 

torn asunder following a perceived abuse of police force. The Miami and 

Chattanooga riots of 1980, and 84 of 136 of the major urban riots of the 

1960's were precipitated by perceived abuses of. police force. Other 

major cities have experienced profound political unrest over the issues 

of the police control. of deadly force. At the same time, minority 

citizens have charged the police ~vith abusing their po~er it:. the use of 

deadly force, and police officer unions have argued that overly-restrictive 

s'hooting policies have hanlpered their officers I effectiveness and ignored 

the safety of their lives. It might be added that the deadly force 

issue has often polarized "blacks and whites,1I liberals and conservatives, 

and police officers and civilians • 

Obviously~ the issue of police deadly force poses some difficult 

moral issues for a constitutional democracy. It reflects, in very real 

terms, ~!ax 'I'leber's observation that the idea of th~ nation state implies 

by definition a monopoly of legitimate force in the hands of the state. 

The very concept of the state thus implies a capacity to 4efend its 

interests by force, including lethal force. On the other hand, a deooc~atic 
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society d~ands that any use of force be bound~d by firm rules. Also, 

the ideals of the Constitution imply that force in our society be mini

mized and used in only the most extreme of situations. Vie~ed in this 

context, the issue of police deadly force reflects the symbo1i~ issue 

of the moral limits of the power of the state. 

In terms of sheer carnage, the problem of police deadly torce 

is far from an insignificant problem. This year, at least three 

hundred, and possibly six hundred people, according to Sherman (1980), 

will be killed by police officers. OVer three times that number will 

be wounded (some permanently) by police bullets. OVer 3,000 shots will 

be fired by police officers at human beings. There will additionally be 

over 100 police officers killed by citizens and over 400 police officers 

assaulted by deadly weapons. In many thousands of incidents armed 

police officers will confront citizens who actually (or are believed 

actually to) possess deadly weapons. 

The terrain to be covered in this inquiry clearly will be extremely 

broad involving concepts from many fields. We hope to descr.ibe to 

the readers, as faithfully as we can, the world of police officers faced 

with armed confrontations. We will present in the final chapter some 

remediEls we believe essep.t;,ial to c::ontrol police deadly force. Hore 

importantly, however, we hope to present a novel and coherent perspective 

towards the problem of po~ice use of deadly force. This perspective 

views the police officer as a decision-maker £ac~d with violent human 

interactions and very little time for thought. As illustrated by the 

case above, the reasons an officer shoots or doesn't shoot is a result 

of compl~~ immediate and long-range circumstances. We ~~11 attempt 
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to understand police decisions to use deadly force in a complex matrix 

of social forces (such as a police department, legal context and larger 

social culture). These forces, we will argue, both influence and inter-

pret the decision to use deadly force in armed confrontations with 

citizens. 

Four Arced Confrontations 

As a way of introducing the reader to the major conceptual dilemmas 

of police use of deadly force, we will briefly describe four armed 

confrontations faced by police officers in four different circumstances. 

Each officer, facing a unique set of circumstances, made a decision as 

to whether or not to j:ire his gun and possibly take a human life. In 

two of these confrontations, the officers fired shots that killed people; 

in the remaining two encounters, no shot was fired by a police officer. 

1. The man with the ax on Market Street 

In some confrontations, a use of deadly force almost certainly 

saves the officer's or another person's life. Officers P. and W. were 

on foot patrol in a main intersection of a business district in one 

o£ the most crime-ridden and violent cities in the United States • 

The offj.cers were enjoying a quiet moment in a rather busy day ¥,"hen 

they saw an older officer across the street. One of the officers de-

scribed the moments leading up to the confrontation as follows: 

We were walking along the street and we see Sid directing 

traffic. Sid was a real nice old man and we just were about 

to wave when we see this man "run across the street" and hit 

Sid across the back w"ith a long-handled ax maybe two-feet long. 

t~e were stunned, but we just run across the street to help, 

cutting through the cars, trucks, and bUses • 
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As one of the officers rushed across the street, they saw the 

badly-wounded officer limp away from his assailant, with the ax bizzare-

ly still stuck between his shoulder blades. The black male who was 

attacking the officer attempted forcefully to wrest his ax from the 

wounded officer but had difficulty as the ax stuck in hairs of the 

heavy jacket the officer was wearing. After he finally freed the ax .. 
from the bleeding man, he pulled the ax up ready to strike his victim 

again. An official report described the incident up to this point 

as follows: 

The officers immediately started across the street to 

assist the wounded officer, weaving their way thru traffic • 

Officer H., wounded and moving away from the assailant, talk-

ing to him and attempting to draw his revolver. In the se-

conds it took P. and W. to cross the intersection, the 

assailant had tripped, got up, and started pursuing Officer 

H., who was still moving and had reached a point at the 

northeast corner in front of 786 Broad St. As Officers W. 

and P. arrived, the assailant was standing in the street in 

front of 776 Broad St., facing Officer H. (who was wounded 

and leaning on a parked auto), with the ax raised to strike 

him a second blow. 

In the moments that ~ollowed, Officer W. rushed to protect the 

badly-wounded policeman and Officer P., faced the ~n, and in his o~~ 

words, "cried to get the guy's attention, you know, have him get me. 

I sa;1,d something like I hoyt about me? I Come get soroeone your o\m size. 

Something like that." 
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Eventually, the man came towards Officer P.; however, Officer P. 

was unable to fire at the man immediately, becau:~e a cro,,,d of almost 800 

people had gathered to watch in horror the bizzat'e events occurring 

at 11:41 a.m.) on one of the busiest intersections of the city. Care-

fully, Officer P. maneuvered the man towards him but circled so that 

he was facing the wall of a bank and the crazed man with the ax facing 

the street. Still, the officer held his fire demanding that the man 

drop his weapon; the man came ever closer with the ax raised over his 

head. Officer P., now less than four feet from him and kneeling by the 

curb, finally fired his gun. The first shot had, according to the 

officer, almost no effect. lilt was like it just didn't buther him. He 

was coming towards me with his ax in his hand. I fired again. He 

suddenly got this strange look in his eyes and blood came out of his 

mouth and he fell down." An official report, recommending the officers 

for medals, described tpe final moments as follows: "He rthe assailant] 

turned towards the officers and backed onto the sidewalk making a semicircle. 

He then came back into the street, this tirue facing Plo P. and shouted, 

t~our next, mother fuckerl t and started towards P. with the ax raised to 

strike. plo P. again told him to drop the ax, and when his commands 

were ignored by the assailant and when the assailant took another step 

in his direction screaming, 'You're nextl', P. fired a round from his 

service revolver. When this failed to ~jl::Op the assailant, P. fired a 

second shot, also striking the man in the chest. This time the assailant 

fell to the ground fatally wounded." 

The man with the ax case provides an illustration of the t)~e of 

imminent threat that is characteristic of ~any, if not most, incidents 

where police officers use deadly force. In other confrontations, the 
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threat to the police officer is far more ambiguous, as illustrated by 

the incident described below. 

2. "They shot the wrong wo:man" 

The approbdtion that followed the shooting of the Ean with the ~ 

by the police is certainly not a typical reaction to a police shooting. 

Often the reaction of the community is one of indifference, occasionally .. 
it is shock without animosity toward the police, and often it is outrage 

toward the police that may be so strong it leads to demonstrations 

(which may became violent). The last of these is most often associated 

with the killing or serious wounding of a minority group ~ember. 

The indHferent reaction is typically associated with a ~edia 

report of the ~ounding or killing of a bank robber who was carrying a 

gun or of a young hoodlum in a shoot-out with the police or of a similarly 

dangerous criminal. Shock comes when the expectations of impeccable 

professionalism on the part of the police are upset, but there is no 

reason to believe that the shooting was more than an unfortunate mistake 

there was, for example, no reason to invoke a concept like racial bigotry. 

As one example, in Los Angeles, a law enforcement officer shot and 

killed a young man who had actually come to the aid of an assault victim 

as a good samaritan. As another example, sheriff's deputies in another 

city killed a young man being held hostage during a holdup of a fast 

food restaurant. FinallY7 an of£~duty New York police officer shot and 

killed two brothers who were pursuing a man who had just robbed them in 

their small bodega. 

The case of the killing of Bonita Carter provides a drruc3tic illustra-

cion of a police shooting that led to outrage and to violent d~onstration. 
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The incident ~hich led to the death of Bonita Carter began rather 

inauspiciously: On Friday, June 22, 1979, a man named Alger Pickett 

became embroiled in a dispute with Mike Avery, an employee of Jerryts 

Quik l~rt (a 7-11 store) in Birmingham, Alabama. The dispute began when 

Picket objected to paying for gasoline before pumping, and it became 

more and more intense, reaching a point of mutual punching. The fight 

was broken up by two other men, Pickett left the store, drove away, but 

returned shortly thereafter. After parking on the 7-11 lot, he opened 

the car's. trunk and removed a ri.ne. He shot from the parking lot into 

the store with that rifle, hitting Avery in the left shoulder ~th one 

of the bullets • 

Employees from the store shot back at Pickett, including a double 

shotgun blast. Picr-ett ran away, crossing a street, leaving his car 

behind. From his distant position he called out a request to have his 

car driven off the parking lot to his present location • 

A young lady by the name of Bonita Carter responded to his request, 

got into his car, and started driving it off the lot. She was a rather 

t~ll girl who was wearing a cap that concealed her hair. As Carter was 

pulling away, the manager of the store ran after the car with a pistol 

in hand. The manager, Ray Jenkins, had been sleeping in a rear storage 

area and, when awakened by the earlier shots, guessed that a robbery had 

taken place. He assumed, as he ran after the car driven by Carter, that 

he '(o7as chasing a robber '(o7ho shot his friend Avery. 

Two Birmingham police officers '(o7ere arriving in the 7-11 parking 

lot for a refreshment stop when they heard a radio dispatch stating that 

there was a robbery in progress at the store. The dispatch in that form 

cam~ about because Jenkins had earlier triggered a robbery alarm when he 

came into the store proper from the storage area. 
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The officers stopped their car abruptly, and, with guns dra\~i, went 

toward the car driven by Carter -- which by this time had stopped in 

response to shouted orders from Jenkins. As the officers approached the 

car, Jenkins stated, "That is the car. They have got a shotgun. They 

shot Hike" (p. 674). Officer Hollingsworth approached t.'le car from the 

rear on the driver's side and Officer Sands from the rear on the passenger's 

side. They called out a warning to Carter that they were police officers 

t<>-.car.ter, I but she: was apparently petrified by the whole affair by this 

time and slumped down in a concealed fashion on the front seat. 

Several witnesses to the events stated that they shouted to the 

officers that the driver was an innocent girl, not the man who shot into 

the store, but in all the excitement the officers apparently did not 

hear them. 

As the officers eased toward the car, a head with a light colored 

hat suddenly popped up. Officer Sa~ds fired four times -- Carter died a 

short time later. 

The area of Br:imlngham in which the shoot~.ng took place is character-

istic of .many urban "zones in transition" in that it faces severe racial 

tensions and often victence. A reflection of the violent atmosphere in 

this area is evident in the testimony before the hearing committee .. 
called to investigate the case. ~vayne Crusoe, another employee of the 

7-ll store on duty on the,night of the Carter shooting, testified before 

the committee as follows: 

Hell, sir, while I was stocking, which I think ~as approxi-

mately about five minutes after I had been in the cooler, I first 

heard something go bam, which I thought was the cooler door opening 

and clOSing like somebody has Just opened. it and closed it. Then, 
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I heard a series of bam, bam, and looked out and sa~ the customers 

scrambling for safety. A lady fell down in front or the cooler. 

I realized, when I heard the next bang, I figured somebody must 

be shooting, so I got my pistol out of my pocket Iitalics added] 

and pushed the cooler door open ••••. 

Further, David Hallman, another store employee testified: 

Q. When the shooting started and you got down behind the counter, 

did Y01.l do anything else at the time? 

A. Yes, e~r. I shot at the man. 

Q. Did you have a weapon of same type down behind the counter? 

A. Yes, sir • 
. 

Q . And did you go to the door and shoot or just tell me what 
. 

you did vhen you shot? 

A. As I got over the counter -- well, Mike Avery grabbed a 

shotgun and.went out the door and shot at the guy. Then 

the guy came around the front of the car and shot at us. and 

I shot at him •... 

All this occurred with many bystanders in the area of the store, 

including young children. 

Within a week there was oajor unrest in the black community protest-

ins the Carter shoQting. By the following ~~ekend, the Kingston 

neighborhood (in which the Carter shooting had taken place) was the scene 

of a rock throwing episode and tense police-citizen interactions. The 

windshields of the police cars were covered with canvas bags to protect 

them against rocks. The Southern Christian Leadership Conference 

demande!o the firing of the officer 'in the shooting. 
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The next week, community leaders warned that ricts would continue 

unless there was legal action taken against Officer Sands. While the 

parents of Bonita Carter urged citizens not to commit violent actions, 

they demanded official action in the case involving their daughter. 

In the following weeks, a ci tj.zens' panel was formed to provide a 

public forum for the controversy; it decided that the shots were fired .. 
"without sufficient justification." A police review panel had ruled 

the shootings were within depar.mental guidelines. Protagonists for the 

police as well as for black rights :marched on the conveniepce store 

in Kingston. Black gcoups demanded the firing of the officer. White 

groups protested in sympathy with victims of violent crime. By midsummer, 

there were numerous scuffles betw~en black and white groups. 

At stake was the question of political control of the police. A 

use of deadly force by a police officer had become the most marked symbol 

of political power and control. Much as a tea tax or an obsolete 

battleship, the Maine, had become heated political symbols for earlier 

wars, Bonita Carter had become a volatile symbol in the political 

battle for political control of the cities of a changing urban South. 

While the m4yor of Birmingham, David Vann, refused to dismiss the 

officer who shot Carter, he was far from publicly unsympathetic towards 

those who suffered from the tragic event. (After the shooting he had 

visited Carter I s parents f,or half an hour.) Still, events identified 

him with support for the police rather than the black cause (although 

he had previously been elected with black support) .. The election that 

followed between Vann and a black councilman named Richard Arrington 

focused largely on the issue of police shooting, particularly deadly 

force policy. 
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The Bonita Carter incident is unfortunately not an isolated 

incident. For many citizens, especially blacks, the image of police 

uses of deadly force has become symbolic of the- tension (and often 

hatred) between the police and the minority community. In a space of 

one year, a New York psychotic man was shot 21 times by five police 

officers. A retarded boy in Seattle, looking for odd jobs, was killed 

by police officers. The controversy, which followed, resulted in a city 

referendum on police shooting guidelines and mandates for new training. 

ln Los Angeles, a 39-year old woman named Eulia Love was killed by 

two L.A.P.D. officers following a dispute over a bill with employees 

of the gas company. In Houston, a Chicano gang Eember was apparently 

murdered by police in the bayou. In San Jose, a male Chicano, who 

pointed his finger at a police officer, was fatally shot, causing major 

protests within the Hispanic community. In Columbus, a shooting of a 

black teenager fleeing from a store theft spurred demands for civilian 

review of the police. In Oakland, a black l5-year old boy with an air 

pistol was shot by police officers. The city~ six months later, initiated 

its first civilian review board. The political consequences of these 

incidents have been enormous. The aftermath to the killing of Arthur 

l-IcDuffie in Miami provides perhaps the most e."'Ctreme example of the 

political volatility of the deadly force issue. After a trial, which 

produced a verdict of innocent, Miami experienced a massive riot which 

saw a billion dollars worth of damage and 14 persons beaten or shot to 

death. 

3. Officer shot in the hallway: Danger to the police officer 

Death or injury may come, of course, not only to an l.nnocent 

citizen, but to a police officer as well. And during one 33-day period, 
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no fewer than four police officers were shot in New York City alone. 

Shootings of police may have equally important political and psychological 

consequences. A rash of questionable shootings by the police followed 

the ambush deaths of two New York policemen in the lower east side of 

New York in 1971. In Southern California a car (wrongly it turned out) 

suspected o! being involved in the shooting death of a police officer 

was riddled with more than 55 bullets. The driver of the car almost 

i:mplausably escaped injury. About 2:15 A.M. on November 8, 1980, according 

to a New York Times report (November 20, 1980, p. A18), a police officer 

was found "shot through the neck and bleeding to death in a ditch alongside 

his patrol car" in a, black area of Ne~ Orleans. In the next five days, 

four blacks were shot to death by the police, three of them, including a 

woman in a bathtub, occurred in encounters where the police were seeking 

the police killer(s) with murder warrants. In other cities, the deaths 

of police officers have resulted in demands for more officers, higher 

velocity weapons, and fewer restrictions on police gun use. And, the 

action on the part of the police may, in turn, lead to reactions fram 

the minority community. For example, the New Orleans incident led 

directly to the resignation of the city's nationally famous police chief 

(James Parsons). The president of the local chapter of the N.A.A.C.P. 

stated, "We can't have the police acting as arresting officers, lawyers, 

prosecutors, judge and j,ury, and deny people all their civil rights" 

(New York Times, November 20, 1980, p. A18). 

Research on shootings of police officers by Chapman (1972), Pierce 

(1974), and Margarita (1980) indicates that armed co'nfrontations in 

which police officers are shot share much in common with those in which 

a citizen is shot. The incident described below, in \.:hich an officer 
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was nearly kil.led by an armed suspect wan'ted for murder, illustrates the 

unique peril faced by polic~ officers forced to apprehend dangerous, 

armed, and violent persons. 

The officer involved was a detective in a large urban department 

noted for the danger of its duty and the poverty and violence of its 

citizens. The officer described the incident vividly, though it had 

occurred more than eight years before: 

We were looking fl:>r this guy, a real bad guy, wanted for at 

least two murdez'S. We had sort of lost hope of finding the 

guy. I was with this state trooper trying to get more infor-

lDation an the guy. Ne had a photo of the guy and kne .. all 

about him. We decided to ~isit this woman who used to visit 

this guy in prison to see if she wanted to tell US where he 

The two officers went to the. neighborhood where the woman lived. This 

area lDakes the South Bronx or the worst parts of Harlem almost enviable 

environments. The officers were told by a group of children that the 

w~man they wanted to speak to was not there, that she IChad gone to the 

store." Finally, a woman matching the description walked up the 

apartment steps. The detective said, "We followed her Up and went to 

the door. We were expecting just to interview her. She comes out 

and we see this guy sitting on the couch just watching us." The next 

few seconds were recalled with understandable horror by the officer: 

l{ben we approached the door, we were thinking this W~IS just 

going to be an information call; probably she wouldn't tell 

us nothing. What happened was that, as we stepped into the 
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hallway of the apartment from the building corridor, we saw 

the woman and this guy sitting on the couch. We didn't 

know who it was. He just stands up and starts shooting 

at me. I retreated into the hallway. He escaped through 

the window. I f,ired but missed. They took !De to the 

hospital. . 
The shot detective was on the critical list for seven days and in the 

hospital for three months. After the incident he commented: 

It was like a dream. It was different from most police-

work. We were just reacting. There was no time to plan. 

It was all out of control. Maybe we were unprepared because 

we didn't know he was there ••••• Maybe I should have had 

better cover. • ••. Maybe I should have had her come to 

the apartment house corridor. 

In other incidents, the outcome of an armed confrontation may be death, 

not injury t.J the police officer. Often a slight lapse in attention, 

the disregard of warning signals, poor timing, or other unfortunate 

circumstances result in the death of a police officer. 

In Reno, Nevada, a young narcotics officer is making a drug buy 

from a large-scale dealer. A new microradio in use for the first time 

breaks down. He loses contact with backups and is killed by his 

"c.ustomer." In New York, ,a much-decorated officer chases an opponent 

around a corner and is killed by the man who is waiting for him as he 

passes the edge of the building. In Los Angeles, a' young harbor patrol 

officer is killed by an insane man with a matchete who virtually 

decapitates him after the officer hesitates when the man refuses to drop 

his knife. In Newark, New Jersey, a 58-}'ear old officer is first 
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shot and then pummeled to death by a group of bank robbers. An off

duty officer in New York heroically confronts a robbery team in a social 

club and is shot seven times. In Birmingham, Alabama, an officer 

stops to interrogate a young man about a reported robbery. The young 

man reaches into his r~opping bag and then kills the police office~ 

instantly. In a small California beach community, a young police 

officer responds to a medical call. He goes to an alley behind a 

local newspaper office and sees a man who is apparently holding his 

bandaged right arm with his left hand. As the officer approaches 

to give aid, he is killed with three bullets by a man later sent to 

a hospital for the criminally insane. 

These incidents should remind the reader that it is not always -

the criminal who is killed in an armed confrontation. More than 100 

police officers lose their lives yearly in armed confrontations with 

citizens. 

4. "Christmas Eve in the Ghetto": An averted shooting 

In a surprising number of armed confrontations, even those in which 

Both police officer and opponent have drawn weapons, the confrontation 

is resolved without injury to either police officer or citizen, and 

even more often without a shot being fired by either party. 

Such lIaverted" shootings in armed confrontations h,ave been only 

a recent concern to sociologists, largely because they are rarely 

recorded in anything but the most obscure police arrest records. 

Experienced officers in many hard-core areas report that such averted 

shootings are common, almost commonplace events. One officer commented: 

lIThere are lots of people I could have shot. Socetimes I don't even 

know why they are alive. You just bring them in. Sometimes someone 

says something. Other times you just go out on the st.reet. lI 
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In one such averted shooting a man with a high-powered rifle 

is lured to a doorway "to ta1k.," then disarmed by two tactical patrol 

officers. In another incident, an officer is attacked and cut by an 

insane woman with a knife but is able to disarm her without shooting 

her. A detective sees a man with a gun in a tavern involved in a gun 

deal hesitate when commanded to drop his gun. The man finally complies . 
and is arrested. A man confronts a police officer from another depart-

ment who is drunk and refuses to drop his gun when commanded; the 

drunk o£ficer is £inal1y disarmed. A tactical team surroundS a car 

with four robbers armed with two .38 pistols, a .45 automatic, and 

a shotgun. The robbers surrender without serious incident. An older 

man, who has fired at his son-in-law with a rifle, is arrested by a 

calm, older police officer. An off-duty officer sees a young woman 

. stab a younger man to death with a long knife. The officer and a 

barber, who knows the woman, convince her to surrender. An insane 

woman, armed with a pistol, is convinced to surrender, rather than 

kill herself, by a young police officer. A man, who has occupied 

a church tower in a midsized California town, armed with an M-l, is 

talked down by a courageous detective •. 

The following incident described by a veteran police officer 

saw him and his partner able to disalJn a man armed with a gun who 

was robbing another man:. 

It was last Christ::n!as. \,l'hat a day to work.. We get a call 

to the Sudder homes, the worst part of the city. A domestic 

disturbance of some type. We walk up to the doorway and 

open these big steel doors. As we open it, we see this 

guy holding a gun on a young guy, looked like he was robbing 

him. 
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As the officers yelled, "police, halt," the robber pointed his gun 

at the police officers but, for some reason, did not shoot. Both 

officers and the robber and the victim stood frozen in what must have 

seemed to them an eternity. One officer said: 

It was weird like. We just barged through the door standing 

over them. First, he has the gun on the guy. We were sur-

prised. We thought it was just going to be a domestic 

dispute. The dispatcher didn't know anything about it. The 

people didn't think we needed to know that. 

The second officer commented that, but for the surprise, they Eight 

have shot the man: 

It happened so fast I just didn't have a mental set towards 

firing; by the time our gun got ou~, it was like here we 

were. There he was just standing there pointing a .25 at 

G's belley •. 

The first officer commp.nted: 

It was like three-four seconds. We were all startled. We 

were just four feet away from each other. Us) the robber, and 

the guy on the floor. The only way I can explain it is that 

in those three seconds with us pointing guns at him and him ~t 

us, we didn't think he'd shoot. It was his eyes or something. 

Finally, we just pushed the gun away from him and arrested 

him. 

After the incident, the officers were treated almost indifferently • 

liThe desk lieutenant just read the report like it was nothing special 

and sent us out. II Their sergeant told them, tithe next time just plug 

the soo of a bitch." The officers themselves just commented, eight 

:;';)onths after the incident, "-hey, it's part of the job.,j 
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While such outcomes are less dramatic than a shooting, wounding, or 

killing of either a police officer or a citizen, they are the ~ost 

common result of a confrontation between an armed police officer and 

armed citizen. As we observed, such averted shootings are often difficult 

to identify, especially in high contact districts where they are almost 

comnlonplace occurrences . .. 
In reviewing each of the four sections above, some questions ~ight 

be suggested: 

One series of questions is psychological in nature: tfbat factors 

in the confrontation (the strategy employed by the officer or possibly 

the personality of the officer) influenced the outcome of the incident? 

Was the result of the shooting of the detective in Incident 3 almost 

inevitable given the nature of the confrontation? Did the positioning 

of the polic!e officer in the Bonita Carter incident contribute to the 

tragic outcc)me of the incident? What qualities in the officer, faced 

with the ax-wielding madman, might be related to his obviously heroic 

resolution of the incident? 

Other questions are sociological in scope: ""hat role did police 

administrative policies play in the outcome of each incident? How might 

different training policies or tactical rules hav. altered the path the 

incident took? Would better departmental guidelines on tactical positions 

make less likely the eragi.c shootings of policemt::.,? Could more effective 

training have reduced the likelihood of a death such as that encountered 

by Bonita Carter? Also, it might be noted that all of the opponents 

described in this chapter were blacks. Blacks, according to Kobler 

(1975), while comprising only 19 percent of the population, account for 

well over 50 percent of the victi:cs of police hOl:licide. 
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While this statistic may be surprising it is commensurate with violent 

crime rates among blacks. This raises the qu.estion of the relationship 

of police uses of deadly force to broader social dynamics such as race, 

poverty, ~nd racism. 

The roost difficult issues, however, are conceptual. One issue 

involves the evaluation of police use of deadly force. How does one 

define ~lich of the above cases were ju.stified from either legal or 

moral points of vie~? We also must confront the problem of legal statutes 

and case law that regulate the use of deadly force, the problems of 

criminal and civil negligence as they apply co police uses of deadly 

force, and the moral pOSition which respects the legitfmate claims to 

life of both citizen and police officer. This is obviously neither a 

simple intellectual task nor one society can avoid facing. 

Evaluating Police Uses of Deadly Force: Correct vs. reasonable decisions 

to use deadly force 

Perhaps it makes most sense to begin with a brief overview of the 

conceptual framework which will guide our approach. We will briefly 

. p~esent some thoughts on ho~ one might evaluate police decisions to use 

deadly force as a framework to interpret some of the more systematic 

approaches to follow. In the four cases we presented above in detailed 

fashion, two of the cases had seemingly salutary outcomes. In the first 

case, an officer's life was saved from certain death at the hands of an 

ax-wielding madman. In the last case, a life was saved due to the quick 

thinking (and perhaps luck) of the two officers faced with the bandit 

with a pistol. In the remaining two cases, the result was clearly 

tragic. In one case, an innocent woman was killed, triggering a major 

racial confrontation. In the second case, a police officer was almost 

killed. 
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A key premise in our analysis will be that, in virtually any 

armed confrontation (in which both citizen and police officer are 

ar.med) , anyone of these four outcomes is possible. By shooting, 

a life may be saved or lost. By withholding fire, a life similarly 

may be lost or saved. It is the balance of life, held often by an 

instant of circumstance, that makes the decision of the use of deadly .. 
force both bewildering in its complexity and awesome in its consequences. 

These four logical possibilities are illustrated in Table 1.1 

which conceptualizes two errors in the use of deadly force .• 

TABLE 1.1. 

Correctness and Incorrectness in Polica Uses of Deadly 
Force in Axmed Confrontations 

SHOT :F'IRED 

Correct Decision A person, who is armed and 
dangerous and an immediate 
threat to life, is pre
vented from harming the 
officer or another person 
by a use of fatal force. 

Incorrect Decision A person presumed danger
ous but, in fact, not 
actually armed or danger
ous is killed by a police 
officer. 

NO SHOT FIRED 

A person, who appears 
to be ar.med and danger
ous is not shot by a 
police officer, and 
there are no unfortunate 
consequences. 

A police officer or 
citizen is killed be
cause a police officer 
fails to shoot 

This conception of errors in police use of deadly force is 

perhaps useful in clarify~ng for the reader the fundamental tension 

in any armed confrontation. The police officer in a very few seconds 

must asses the danger of a situation, facing the possibility that, if 

he fires in error, he may erroneOUSly kill a human beL~g. If he holds 

his fire when imminent danger ~~ists (and he or another person could be 

saved by shooting), a human life w~ll be unnecessarily lost. 
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This conception of shooting errors suffers} of course} in its 

over~simplicity, in several respects. First, police officers may zhoot 

for reasons other than to save a human life. In some jurisdictions, 

for example, police officers may shoot to kill in order to stop an 

armed felon or to stop a fleeing person suspected of being a felon. 

Also, it is not certain what proportion of armed confrontations 

involve a suf£icient degree of threat to the police officer and 

simultaneously enable him to protect himself by shooting the opponent. 

It also is not certain if reducing the number of false positive errors, 

i.e., citizens shot erroneously by police officers will increase the 

risk of false negative erro.!.!!., 1. e.} police officers killed becaus'a 

they held fire in a critical moment in an armed confrontation with a 

dangerous citizen. 

Finally, this coneeption of "errors" in police uses of deadly force 

ignores a critical distinction between correct aud reasonable decisions 
. 

to use deadly force. 

In common sense usage, an error in any decision is judge~ Simply 

. by the outeome of a decision. ThUS, a physician may decide to operate 

on an ill patient. If the patient dies due to complications resulting 

i:.:t)l.U the operation, the operation might be considered an error. Similarly, 

a businessman may invest all his working capital in a new line of ski 

equipment. If f.or the n~~t two winters no snow falls and his company 

goes broke. the decision might be considered an error. 

The reasonableness of a decision, in contrast, must be judged by 

the facts at the moment of rlecision. If the surgeon, for example, 

believed, given his tests of the patient, that his needed operation had 

90 percent ch~nce of suecess (i.e., the patient would be signi£ic~ntly 
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helped by th~ surgery) and only a one percertt chance of lechal outcome 

for the patient, then his decision to operate might be considered 

reasonable, despite the outcome. So, too, the businessmun's decisiort, 

given the Heather and economic facts Clvailable to him, might have been 

considered reasonable; again despite the outcome. 

We would argue that a police officer' I~ decision making .must be .. 
considered in terms of the criteria of reasonableness rather than of 

correctn.ess of. outcome. Thus, a use of deadly force must be evaluated 

by the extent to which the shooting decision is reasonable, jud5ed 

not from the point of view of outcome, but rather evaluated given the 

facts knowable at the .moment of decision. Viewed in ter.ms of the 

distinction between reasonable and correc.t decisions to use deadly 

force, a shooting :may be incorrect (in terms of outcome) yet reasonable 

given the facts known at the tiroe. The Bonita Carter shoPting clearly 
I 

was not a correct one. Carter, in fact, posed no life or death threat 

to the officer or anyone else. Yet, the officer might have .made a 

reasonable (even if regretable or erroneous) choice judged in terms of 

circumstances and information at the critical point of decisi.on-making. 

Similarly, the shooting of t'.le officer described earlier .might have 

been preceded by reasonable, if ultimately unfortunate, choices. 

This conception of reasonableness ~n police decisions to use 

deadly force must be even ~uI·ther qualified by an awareness that a 

po11::e decision to use deadly force is in reality a series of inter-

cc.1nected and interdependent sequence of decisions •. From this perspective, 

a final decision to use deadly force may be reasonably judged as a single 

decision. However, the realities of this final frame are clearly 

functions of earlier ,~~cisions. This might be illustrated in' the 
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shooting of ~ black housewife, armed with a knife, by two Los Angeles 

police officers (Eulia Love). The final outcome, according to lllany 

observers of this incident, was largely determined by the early decision 

by one of the officers tc place his gun in his strong right hand and 

his baton (which might have been used to disarm a 139-pound woman) in 

his left. 

This discussion hopefully suggests a framework for viewing the 

four cases described above and a conce?tual context for the analysis 

to follow. Same principles, useful in the evaluation of a decision 

to use deadly force, will be offered. First, it is suggested that one 

can only evaluate a use of deadly force on the basis of the facts known 

at the instant the decision is made. Thus, the decision to use deadly 

force by the officer in the Carter shooting and to withhold fir~t in 

the episode in which the detective was shot, clearly \~ere wrong decisions 

judged in ter.ms of outcome; they may not have been unreasonable decisions 

given the facts available at the time. (It may even be argued that, 

in the confrontation described earlier where the officer did not 

shoot, thus saving a life, a reasonable man would have fired.) 

It is clear that any responsible deadly force policy must be based 

)on the realities of field encounters ~nth an orientation toward the 

maximum safety of both citizens and police officers who might become 

involved in an armed confrontation. This point is worthy of emphasis 

because some of the major earlier treatments of police uses of deadly 

force by1'1ilton et.::.l (1977), Kobler (1975), Harding and Fahey (1972), 

and Tagaki (1971) have assumed either an explicit or implicit police 

or citizen bias. Put simply; these ~~iters have begun with an assumption 

that either the problem of police deadly force is to protect exc~ssive 
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citizen deaths or to protect police safety. As Fyfe (1978) suggests, 

the conclusions of this earlier research are suspect because the authors 

seek to document either a "pro" or "anti· 1 police bias; i. e., that too 

many citizens are killed vis-a-vis police officers or that too many 

police officers are killed relative to civilians. 

In these earlier studies, sympathies for the particular or potential .. 
victim of a shooting (either police or citizens) are often transparent. 

A "robber with a pistol," who was shot by police after he fired at them, 

is described in one account by a radical cri:minologist as a "victim of 

the police state." A police manual describes an unarmed wo".:an, shot in 

error by ... sheriff's deputy, as a "suspect" and later in the manual as a 

"potential offender." Tagaki (1971), in his effort to show abuse of 

blacks on the part of police, observes that from 1962 to 1971, police 

shootings of citizens increased by a factor of three--ignoring that 

police fatalities increased at an even greater rate. 

~ye argue, in contrast, that any responsible policy lllUSt be concerned 

with both the legitimate rights of citizens and those of police officers. 

It is essential to prote(~: the rights of officers involved in dangerous 

contacts with citizens while at the same time ensuring the safaty of 

citizens '\o,Tho may be wrongfully hurt by the police. Viewed from ~his 

perspective, an "officer safety" program, designed to save offi.cer lives 

at a cost of undue risk.tq citizens, would be exceedingly unwise. 

Similarly, a gun lock program, designed to slow officer reactions in 

armed confrontations, thus placing them at greater risk, would be unwise. 

From our point of view, any reforms in the control of police deadly 

force must be concerned with more than saving either citizen or police 

lives. Rather, they must be concerned, in the.narrow sense that dCles 
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not encompa.ss the "good" of society with the minimization of ham in 

armed confrontations between police officers and citizens consistent 

with a balance of risk between police officers (from being hurt by armed 

citizens) and citizens (from being erroneously shot, as in th~ case of 

Bonita Carter by police officers). This concept is obviously extremely 

provocative, as well as deceptively simple and will be discussed in 

greater detail in Chapter 7. 

A final ±mplication of the perspective we have offered involves the 

sequential nature of decisions to use deadly force. From this perspective, 

each of the four cases we have presented must be viewed, not only in 

teDIls of the fiual decision to fire or not, but rather in tems of the 

decisions which came earlier. Thus, for example, the officers' ability 

in the first incident ("The :man with the ax on Narket Street") to "turn" 

the man away from the crowd (of 800), per.mitted the offic~rs ~u shoot 

the man without risk to any innocent persons; similarly, the decision to 

approach the car in a certain manner in the 7-11 parking lot in Birmingham 

obviously contributed to the tragic outcome of the Carter incident. 

Ttlis distinction as to the sequential nature of police decision making 

in- armed confrontations has more than semantic importance. Research 

quesdons, given this perspective, might be properly directed at police 

behavior well prior to the actual decision: for ~~ample, what forces 

l.ed to guns being first drawn or to a breakdown in connnunication between 

the police officer and the opponent. 



CHAPTER THREE 

itA TOOL OF THE TRADEII 

The Psychological and Practical Uses of Guns in Police Work 



Prologue: A Locker Room Conversation 

It was 6:00 p.m. The tactical team would "hit the street" in less 

than an hour. It was three days after a riot in another city in which 

several people had been killed, and the officers ,lere preparing for a 

night's tour ~th a tough tactical team in Newark, ~ne of the most 

crime-ridden cities in the United States. 
oj . 

Offit'!er A: Why do they give us these fucking 158 g~t,\.i..:~ bullets 

when every motherfucker on the streets carries a 

.45 or 9 rom. If we get into something, guess who's 

going to get his ass--us or them? 

Officer B: I guess they care more about the shitum getting 

shot than us. Hey T., pass me some shotgun shells. 

About six will do. Lou, wanna see me put nine of 

these pellets in one of the college motherfuckers 

who writes the rules around here? . 
Lieutenant: tVhy the fuck do I care? ~Vhen I retire next year 

and get 20, I'm going to go out and break the fuck-

, . ing law. I'm sick of keeping people from killing 

and raping each other. I want to break the fuck-

ing law myself for a while ..•.• ! need to love to 

come to work. I hate it now. I hate robbers, 

muggers, and aloost ev~ryone I meet. Go shoot 

whomever you ~ant. I don't give a fuck ......... . 

The officer:s slowly load their 00 buckshot into the regulation 

magazines. Then, on go bullet-proof vests, all purchased by police 

welfare funds. ~~~t, the automatic pistols are cleaned, e~ptied, reloaded 

and checked. The clicks of the cagazines are synchronized. "'ith a T'\' re-

run of the "Streets of San Francisco." Jar.es Broderick is in a shoc::out 
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with three robbers. The robbers run a.way. The officers barely notice. 

The subject turns to guns; a tool of the trade. 

Officer A: Did you hear about Monty? 

Officer B: What happened to that wacko now? 

Officer A: They took away his gun. 

Officer c: What the fuck for? 

Officer A: ! guess they thought that he shouldn't have shot into 

the bar without saying, , Hey' I'm a police officer, 

would you please stop rubbing these people and drop 

your guns, Mr. Afro-American citizen.' 

lEver),one laughs.) 

Officer c: Next thing you know, they'll give us pillows to hit 

them with. They are fucking out to lunch. It's like 

I was talking to him, and it \Vas almost a castration 

. thing, like they cut off his balls .•.•.. 

Officer B: Did you guys hear about the guy up in Plainfield? 

Some guys from the North were up doing training and 

there is a class of Plainfield rookies and there was 

this young kid who is sitting there playing with 

his gun, you know rubbing it like it was his peeker. 

Officer D: Did the gun go off? lEvel'),one laughs again.] 

Officer B: Now seriously; a lot of cops shouldn't carry guns. 

There was this guy I knew in Philly when I worked 

there who once was so crazy he staged his o~~ shoot-

out. He fired into his own patrol car radiator JUSt 

to make it look like he had been in a shooting. A 

cab driver saw it and called the Station to say, 

'Hey, there is this cop shooting his o~~ car.' 



Lieutenant: 

Officer A: 

Lieutenant: 

Officer A: 

Sergeant: 

Officer A: 

Sergeant: 

Officer A: 

Lieutenant: 

Sounds like he should work here! 

You know what they did to him? 

What? 

3 

They sent him to a psychiatrist who said he was under 

stress and then sent him back to work. Now, if that 

was me rather than a fucking sergeant, it would have 

been either jailor the unemployment line. 

OK you guys, enough of this. Roll call: 11., S., 

B .•..•..••... Everyone pay attention., Now, tonight 

we're going in on a gun deal up in the projects. 

Our snitch says that 30 guns may change hands; 

$400 Luger jobs. It will come down at about 

9:45 p.~l., on Springfield and 17th. Be careful. 

Also, watch for the robbery gang that hits the buses. 

They come on the bus with a sawed-off shotgun, do 

everyone, ride two stops, and book. Try and get 

them off the bus before you take them. It!s too 

dangerous to take them on the bus. 

What do we do if we see them, Sarge? 

Careful, Al, just be careful. 

Be careful of what? 

Be ~areful of your piece and be careful his. It's 

dangerous out there. '~e don It want no problem t!I.A. lSi: 

[Internal Affairs Investigations], and no dead cops! 

The final preshift rituals are being conducted as the officers cluster 

solemly in pairs talking softly. Each officer almost reflexively unlocks 

the magazine of his automatic pistol and visibly fnspects the cha\ilber. 
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One officer helps his partner tie on his bullet-proof vest. ~~o other 

officers finish seemingly desperate phone calls to wives or girlfriends. 

The sergeant sho,,-'s a telephone book of papers to an older officer. "All 

robberies, all fucking robber~ )s; one guy was shot when he only ga'Ve up 

$3.00; another guy was killed for pills." 

Finally, without command the men walk towards the unmarked police 

cars in the parking lot. One officer in each pair carries a shotgun, 

frontier style over his shoulder. ~ihen they reach the car, they place the 

shotgun in the trunk. 

"Let's do it," T. tells his partner. 

Let's just hope nothing fucking happens, no shootings or nothing • 

- Tac/Car 357 on Broad and Main. 

- 10-4, Car 357. 

As one might guess from the above description, guns for most 

police officers serve a number of symbolic and real purposes. Here 

we vi1l describe some of the ways that deadly force might be considered 

a core implement of the police officers' world. First, we will consider 

police deadly force as a psychological tool. We will describe the role 

firearms play in the police officer's sense of professional identity 

focusing on such things as police humor I horseplay I and culture. ~le 

will then turn to the role played by lethal weapons in a variety of 

routine police activities. He will emphasize that the availability 

of deadly force is important even where shots are not fired, and the 

police officer does not even consider firing theI:1. \':e hope to define 

the role guns play in policework as a means of better understanding 

the psychological and occupational contexts of pulice deadly force 

for law enforcement officers. 



Police Deadly Force as a Psychological Tool,: The gun as a tool ox 
self-identity; 

Ei-ving Goffman (1975) speaks of a professional "identity kit" which 

establishes the unique dimensions of a particular status or role. A 

professor may be sure to display conspicuously his Phi Beta Kappa clip, 

his Harvard Club tie, or perhaps, if he is a professor of literature, his .. 
unabridged copy of Finnegan's Wake. A construction worker may leave a lug 

wrench sticking out of his back pocket or wear dungarees stained with 

grease. A doctor may carry a beeper in his suit pocket qr have an identi

fiably-obvious stethescope wire dangle from his briefcase. A banker may 

similarly display his investment portfolio; an engineer his micro-computer .. 
and even a prostitute may display garments that give psychological evidence 

of her profession. Tie manufacturers are well aware of the phenomenon, 

and so one sees the s)~bols of the higher-status professions ~blazoned 

on neckwear. 

Such identity equipment serves such purposes as establishing the 

person's self-worth, giving information to others he might meet as to 

his interests and inclinations, and finally establishing a sense of 

status in the eyes of others. 

The gun for the police officer, we argue, hus a variety of similar 

psychological functions. The gun for many is indeed the primary s)~ol 

of law enforcement. One,officer with a large number of gun fights reported: 

I carry :i.t wherever I go. It's always near me when I 

sleep. I take it to court and to the gym. I ah.·a)·s kno .... • 

where t can get it. I know a guy on this department who 

got robbed when he was getting diapers for his kid. !~ot 

me. Any motherfucker comes at me, h~ gets thiS [his gun) 

up his asshole. 
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It should be noted, however, that some officers have a markedly 

different attitude toward the gun -- regarding it as almost an unnecessary 

encumbrance. One suburban officer, for example, offered "that he 

wasn't sure why he had to wear one." Another deputy chid added, "I 

hate the goddamn things. I ahlays have. I've been on the job for 17 

years and have never shot it except at the range." For others the gun is 

almost a forgotten aspect of the job. One ~an said, "You know you put 

on your tie, your jock strap, your watch, your badge goes in your pocket 

and Oh yah; don't forget your gun." While officers with negative or 

neutral attitudes toward guns can be found in any department, they are 

in the minority. 

Some police officers show an opposite attitudinal structure in 

carrying multiple exotic weaponry. One officer carried no fewer than four 

("second") guns w~.th him at all times. A .25 is strapped to each leg. 

A "Deringer pisto:L" is kept in his coat pocket. A fourth 'vas in his 

belt. In addition he carried his regulation piece. "All I need these 

for is that one time." Other officers prestigiously carry shotguns, 

• "auto-burglar" guns and anti-sniper pieces. For them, their guns are 

symbols of their power in the world as much as they are a method for 

coping with violence and physical threat on the streets. Although the 

emphasis is upon dealing with the the violent world in the following 

quote from Uambaugh's Choir Bovs, the psychological overtones are 

blatantly apparent: 

"In addition to knowing your car you gotta know all 

your equipment, I' Roscoe continued, "like that pea-shooter 

you I re carrying. I , ... ish I could talk you into buying a 

magnum and carrying some good, gut ripping hollow points in 
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it. I want a gun that'll stop some scrote when I need him 

stopped. A£te~ the prick's dead I'll worry about the 

nrnmunition being department approved. I ever tell you about 

the abba dabba burglar my partner shot when I used to work 

the \vatts car? Ripping off a gas statiun when he set off 

the silent alarm. We were carrying those peashooters like .. 
you got. That sucker could run the hundred in ten flat till 

my partner shot him, and then he ran it in nine-nine. So I 

made a vow to get rid of this worthless ammo and get me some 

killing stuff. I made a study of velocity and shock. 

Another example of guns as an element in the policeman's se1f-

identity may be found in George Berkeley's description of a particular 

St. Louis policeman: 

He is a professional cop all the ,,'ay. A riot gun 

stands locked in a fr.'ame near the front seat. Another . 
part shows in his quality weapon. It's a .357 magnum, 

one of the most powerful guns made •• o 

Another example of the role which firearms pl~y in the symbolic 

culture of the American police is found in advertising directed at 

police audiences. At police conferences the vast majority of e~hibits 

will be devoted to guns and their "softwear:" holsters, paper targets, 

gun sights, ammunition and the like. Bullets and revolvers are described 

in police magazines in terms of their "stopping," "hitting," and "penet.ration" 

powers. :n magazine advertising pictures, opponents are depicted falling 

backwards as they are hit with the powerful round being advertized. One 

video tape display advertisement showed a nm .. "e~-pansion round" hitting 

a blob of ge.latin, fully demolishing it. "Look \o.'hat the new '3Si' 

controlled expansion round can do to your target: t ,. droned the announcer. 
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~~agazines like The Police Chief, Police Product 1L~!!!., and 1.flli..!!!1.~ 

~ have many of their pages devoted to types and modals of Heapons, 

the use of weapons, the concealment of weapons, and strategias of survival 

in gun encounters. ·)f course, the relevant articles and advertising do 

convey important info~~ation for the police officer who must rely upon his 

gun. But, beyond that there is a distinct aura of religiosity about 

weapons in these various publications. To illustrate, the follo~ing 

quotes are frotI\ an article entitled, "Putting the Llama Commanche 

Through the t"ringer ll in the "Hot Lead" Department of ~..!L~.!£.9.uct News 

(Vol. 5. No.5, May 1981, pp. 16, 17) 

Gads, does time flyl t~ile doing research for this 

article I was shocked to be reminded that the .44 Magnum 

cartridge is a quarter century old. During al~ost all of 

those 25 years, Smith & Wesson was the only company in the 

~orld making a double action revolver to chamber this "most 

powerful".handgun cartridge. The .44 Magnum was the brainchild 

of the legendary Ellner Keith, and its popularity with the m4sses 

was assured for years to come by Clint Eastwood's portrayal of 

Inspector Callahan in the movie Qi!.tt1i~. 

It has only been during this pase year that Smith & Wesson's 

monopoly has been challenged with the entrance into the double-

action market by such equally prestigious manufacturers as 

Scurm ... Ruger, wi eh their Redhawk ,ll4 ~tagnum; and Dan t\'esson ~it:. 

'''hat probably is the most superb .44 Hagnum double-aCtion of 

them a.ll. 

The blued finish and r~etal pvlish on the gun was nice, but 

I suspect the bluing wnsn f t too deep as t:here \,'ere sit.ns of wear 
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near the muzzel, apparently just from riding in the bo%. The 

side plate fit was sloppy just below the cylinder but, ather than 

that, overall fit and appearance were very good. The heavy, 
t 

six-inch barrel sports a nice integral vented rib and extractor 

shroud. 

Police humor often involves guns, bullets and their consequences • .. 
One officer in talking about the problems he was having with a real 

estate broker announced to a group of fellow police officers that H the 

man "charged any more comtnission, I might find it cheaper to "1aste the 

11l('ltherfucker, but now that I 9mtn I ammo was so high, I I m not really sure 

which was the most economical thing to do." In police humor) targets of 

hUmor are "<'outinely "wasted, '.' "done in," "gutted," dusted," or . blmm 

away." It should be noted that in such humor not only criminals are 

portrayed as the objects of lethal force: superiors. wives, lawyers, 

judges, girlfriends and politicians are frequ~ntly r\entloned as persons 

to be "hit." 

Another interesting psychological use of the gun is found in police 

horseplay. While doing an observational study in a 'hard core. area' on 

a Saturday night one of us observed four police officers approaching a 

locked precinct door. ~fuen the deSK Sergeant (known to be 3 "good guy") 

did not open it fast enough, all four police officers ~ulJed their guns 

out and "drew on him." The sergeant laughed and drev hack on them. At 

times such horseplay beco~es even bolder. One older detective clescribed 

the following incident: 

Some guys around here get carried avay Li~e there is this 

one guy (he is s till here) who was fooling around. ! \,':1S 

coming out of a din.ar checking on a "BE ~~'D E and he comes 
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behind me and says "stick ~'iIl up II I feel this Derinr,llr 

behind me. Now he did this kind of stuff all the time. This 

guy ,.;as weird. Once he brought a snak~ to work and left it. on 

my seat ... Anyway this t:i.mp.. the gun goes off aIld hi ts me in 

the eye. I'm blinded in this eye. The union leaned on me 

not to prosecute so I lied and said it ,,,as just an accident) 

that we had taken this .22 off a hype and it went off ... 

A related psychologicu.l aspect of police deadly force lies in the 

common po.lice myth of the "macho" police officer who is fearless in the 

face of all bullets. This myth is presented in somel.;hat farcical terms in 

Waumbau8h I s portrayal of Bullets Bambarella of the lli£k~11a;-be1: 

Rocco was called Bullets Bambare11a after a gas station 

holdup in which a robber fired eight shots at him and 

missed. They found an outline of 9 rom bullet holes in the 

wall around Rocco Bambare11a. It was only his slo,,, ref1e~es 

that saved him. Any tItan with normal reac'tion ti1'"e uould have 

jumped left or right and been killed on the spot. Rocco 

Bambarella, who shc.t no wo-rse than anyone else in combat 

situatiun$, also emptied his gun, missed all six, but saved 

the day by throwing a full quart of 10-40w engine oil that 

coldcocked the bad guy and earned Rocco a cor.mendation and 

something a policeman cher.ishes much more ·'-a macho nicknat'le. 

He was Bullets Bamba-rella fo-rever 

Other nickni'UItes we have heard to describe couraueously masculine 

police officers include: llBu11et Holes," 357," 'Tevor " 'Rounds" and 

"Little Ha.rry" (after !lirt)' Har-ry). And certain epithets used in reference 

to police officers are based upon the so~rce of testosterone the 
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hormone hir.hlighting hardness and toughness (masculinity) in contrast to 

its sister hormone, estrog~n, which highlights softness and tenderness 

(feminity). These include: "big balls," 'steel nuts i " and "iron jock." 

An incident observed by one of uS is interesting in this respect. 

Following a fatality suffered by a member of a California sheriff's 

departID9.nt, an ~fficer (also shot in the same incident) was ~vheeled into .. 
the officerls pUblic funeral still in critical car-e, an IV' bottle 

strung above his mobile hospital bed. A week later the sane officer 

left the hospital and went to dinner in a restanrant frequented by local 

police: officers. The writer happened to be eating dinne~ dt the same 

restaurant with a detective friend. As the police officer stumbled into 

the restaurant leaning on his cant!, his are in a sling, virtually half 

the restaurant stood up to applaud and cneer. The officer pretended not 

to notice and calmly found his seat. 

It might be observed that there is much Gultural support for the 

fusion of guns with the triythology of policet .. ork. The asscciation is 

mediated by images of marshals dealing with gunfighters in the old t.;'est 

and by G-men dealing with mobsters during the prohibition era Several 

critics hav~ ncted, however, that there is a certain irony in ~he ~ythology 

of the law enforcement officer as a gun-toter 

On the one hand, the central role of the Bun in the life ~f the 

Hestern law enforcement officer is emphasized in story after story. (In 

fact, the central role of the gun in the life of the old \.;'est generally 

is so emphasized.) A reported interview with Wild Dill Hickok is illustra-

tive ..::1£ the gun-oriented descriptions of the ~·i1d. ~ ... ild '\{est. 

"I would lik£;! to see you shoot." 
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"Hould yer ... " 

"That sign is more than fifty yards a,,'ay. I will rut 

these six balls inside of a circle which isn t bigger 

than a man's heart. II 

12 

In an off-handed ~ay and without sighting the pistol 

~ith his eye he dis~harged the six shots of his revolver. I 

saw that all the six bullets had entered the circle. 

Prassel (1972) observes, however, that while some armed confronta

tions with desperados did occur they were rare arId as often involved 

petty theft, drunk or loitering s~spects as they did armed desperados: 

The crimes of the old West consieted prioarily of the 

same crimes most common in modern Alnerica-·drunltenness, 

disorderly conduct and petty larceny. The ~ild la~Ylessness, 

the frontier's spectacular reputation is larBely without 

substantiation. A stage passenger going through Nevada 

probably enjoyed greater security than does a jet passenger 

going over Florida a century later 

It has also been noted that the Western states had often quite clear 

legal restrictions upon gun use, both for citizens and for police officers. 

Another irony is that in Eastern jurisdictions. the police were largely 

unarmed until the lattet part of the nineteenth century Police in 

most urban areas more often carried a clapper (to ra~ly citizens to his 

aid) rather than a pistol. The first citizen killp.d by an officer in ~:ew 

York City was shot as late as 1859. In ~any 0~tie~ carryihg of a firearm 

'Was optional for a police officer as recently as the first ~~orld '{ar. 

If the reality of nineteenth century Al!ler:f.ca "'as far less bloody 

than one would expect, its mythology is of cours,", the oP!,>osi te. ~!any of 
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the legendary peace officers such as ~~ild Bill Hickok found employment 

with traveling circuses and wild West shows in the East, perpetuating a 

conception of Lhe wild West that was more fantasy than reality. In the 

1930's a plethora of published "histories" of the West proliferated, 

picturing gun battles between courageous marshals and bold outlaws, 

authored bl such men as Walter Noble Burns and Stuart N. Lake. Pulp 

novels portrayed the exploits of both fictional and actual western 

marshals. The rise of the "cowboy" movie, followed by radio and 

. television depictions of the West (ttGuns·.noke," ''Maveric,'~ "Hop along 

Cassidy," etc.) build upon the mythical rendition of the old West more 

directly, of course, than its reality. Urban police mythology similarly 

evolved as much on the basis of fiction as it did from real life. The 

depression era lite~ary and film renditions of "booze runners and 

mobsters" vs. "G Men, \I for e.."Cample, soon evolved into the contemporary 

T.V. versions of "Starsky and Hut"!h," "Adam-12," "Kojackll and such oO'\7ies 

as "Bu1lit" and "Dirty Harry." 

Acknowledging that the gun is central in police work, psychologically 

and defensively, we argue, nevertheless, that art shapes reality more 

than reality shapes art. While media producers will, of course, hire 

police officers (usually commanders) as technical consultants, their 

input into the content of shows may be far less llnportant than is the 

impact of mythical litere;ry and film conceptions of the "gun happy" cop. 

Police officers exist in a powerful cultural milieu, which present them 

daily with media images of their profession. 

And the forced mythology does have an impact upon real life policing. 

It is thus quite common to observe police officers between arrests in 

the station glued to the latest account of the "Streets' of San Francisco." 
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What precise influence such information has upon police officers is, of 

course, something about which we can only speculate about. What can be 

said with certainty, however, is that the role of the police officer 

exists in a culture in which great premium is placed upon certain aspects 

of police work: most notably the use of force, particularly the deadly 

kind. Such an emphasis, it might be argued, may at least encourage or 

feed the natural police occupational hazard of obsession with weapons. 

What the impact of the media is upon actual p,?lice behavior in an armed 

confrontation is even more uncertain, but poses an extremely provocative 

research question. 

A final fact'or related to the cultural marriage of deadly force 

with police work lies in the realjty that force (its threat and actuality) 

is a culturally defined essence of police work. Indeed, police departments 

are widely referred to as police "forces." Egan Bitner (1969), for 

example, writes; 

The capacity to use coercive force lends the unity to all 

police activity in the same sense in which, let US say, the 

capacity to cure illness lends unity to everything that is 

ordinarily done in the field of medicine. 

He argues that the police, while they may be involved in other actions, 

(such as renGering medical attention) are possessed of a unique role in 

that they may legitimately use force when specific legal actions they 

initiate (e.g. a legal arrest) are opposed. Deadly force is vie~ed from 

this perspective, not as an unnecessary Qr tangential aspect of the 

police 

role, but rath~r as a logical extension of a social role which is centrally 

concerned with the implementation of coercive force under speciflc c?n

ditions. In this view, the police officer's concern with the gun is not an 
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arbitrary cultural anomaly but rather reflects a core occupational 

reality: the legal right (and at times legal obligation) to exert force 

agai,nst those who may physically defy his legitimate demands; and who 

may possibly possess deadly force themselves. 

It must be noted in conclusion, however, that it would be both 

unfair, as well as misleading, to portray all police officers as either 

"gun happy" or even "gun obsessed" as some critics have done. Even in 

Hollywood, some T.V. police officers -- such as "Columbo," "Barney Hiller," 

rarely, if ever, resort even to the threat of their guns: And, as stated 

above, for many police officers in many departments the gun is a necessary 

evil at best. One "officer noted, for example, "That it's mostly the college 

mQtherfucker-faggots who sit in an air conditioned office who get all turned 

on at the range because they see the gun go 'bang bang.' That kind of shit 

doesn't turn on a real street cop like me. It's too real, when you've 

seen a 10 year-old with his stomach blown open by a .45. 11 

At least some officers in private will admit that their attitudes 

towards deadly force confrontations and the fear of death is far closer 

to terror than bravado. In the Onion Field, Wacbaugh describes a very 

honest, crusty patrolman's reaction to a department ruling that no 

police officer is ever to surrender his gun to an opponent. Such a 

surrender had resulted in the murder of a young Los Angeles police 

officer, Ian Campbell: 

"I disagree (.lith the whole daron thing." He lit a cigar 

and there wasn't a sound in the room. Not a sound. A baby

faced cop in the front row absently let a portion of bubblegum 

pop through his lips. 
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Itl been walkj.ng a belit down here pretty near as long as 

some of you kiddies been on this earth," the beat cop bf.tga"1, 

looking again right at the sergeant who dropped his eyes and 

began fiddling with something on his sleeve. "l think I maybe 

made as many good felony busts as anybody on the job. I think 

I had my share of back-alley brawls, and I even been in a 

shootin or two." 

His voice, pervasive, enveloping, was trembling a little 

because he was not accustomed to making speeches. So he spoke 

with more force to control the trembling, and now he was 

growling .•. 

"Now I'm particularly pissed off about this order be!cause 

once, a good many years ago, some asshole took my gun off me· 

He braced me and there I was point blank from this little 

prick and him with a .45 pointed right at my belly and not for 

one little minute did I even consider somethin as stupid as 

this crazy shit in this order. Sweet fuckin mother, can you 

imagine me rollin around on the ground like some big goddamrt 

walrus trying to knock him down, or yellin, 'Look out behind 

you, you little cumdrum!' Or tryin to grab that sc.rawny neck 

so I can shove a pencil through his crummy fuckin jugular? 

~~at the hell is gain on there these days? •. Does this order 

make ~ a coward too? I'm wonderin if there's somebody in 

this room or even on that fucldn sixth floor wh(.) , s got enough 

hangin between his legs to call!!!! a coward too?" 
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"It's getting ... getting ... we're late. Let's relieve 

the watch," said the sergeant, walking quickly from the room. 

In private many officers similarly will describe their fears of 

death, cheir abhorrence of the fake machismo of police work and what 

they consider a widespread unrealistic obsession with guns. One officer, 

for example, suggested that, "when I got on, I got into the .3."'7 this, 

waste that motherfucker that, all that shit. Now it's stupid, like a 

bunch of kids playing cowboys." Another police officer's wife similarly 

observed: 

The people who become cops are either bullies or the 

guys who wanted to be bullies but couldn't. That's what its 

all about, guys still fixated on their junior-year in high 

school fight in the parking lot. 

An interesting question arises as to the relationship between the 

"tool of the trade" of the police officer and the concept "police 

personality. " One surely expects an interactive effect. That is, certain 

individuals choose to become police officers, and from that group, a 

smaller group is chosen for recruit training in accordance with general 

selection criteria develop~~ over the years. On this point, Lefkowity 

(1975) argues, "It is difficult to believe ..•. that the nature of the 

role and institution do not resule in a significant degree of self-selection 

and organizational selection" in regard to important personality . 
characteristics. Thus, to illustrate, the central role of the gun might 

be enhanced by the selection from the general population of people for 

policing who are more likely to have authoritarian (cilita~istic) 

personality styles. It should be poinced out, however. chat there is 

no substantial evidence to support that sort of conjecture." as reasonable 

as it seems in casual consideration. 
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It may be, and some, like Niederhoffer, argue forcefully in this 

direction, that commonality of behavior and attitudes over police officers 

comes from the powerful police socialization process rather than ~rom 

unique personalities that make it through the selection process. The 

direction of operation of this process implies that police officers are 

socialized into glorification of the gun. 

Certainly, everyone who has worked closely with the police will 

have noticed a related phenomenon -- the badgering of a fellow officer 

who did not use his weapon when deadly forte was fully justified under 

the circumstances. "Why didn't you blow the asshole away?" "I would 

have shot the son of a bitch full of holes." And, understandablY the 

comments become vastly more fierce if the decision against using deadly 

force endangered another officer, however remotely. 

It seems to us that a function of that typ~ of degradation (in 

addition to the obvious one of mutual protection) is to maintain an 

appropriate level of deadly force so that future users -- in particular 

those doing the badgering -- do not stand out. Police officers are 

'indeed very concerned, even intiI:lidated, by the investigations on the 

part of homicide, internal affairs, supervisorial staff, district 

attorneys, etc. that follow injuries and fatalities. 

Returning to the concept of police personality, most observers of 

the police scene agree on two police traits: sensitivity to status and 

suspiciousness. The relationship of these two traits is expressed as 

follows: It ••• the use of force is called upon when the policeman is 

treated in a derogatolY fashion; when he is pushed around, spit at and 

made a fool of, called a filthy name" ('~estleJ~' 1968), and 
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... A young man may suggest that threat of violence to the 

policexnan by his manner of walking or "strutting," the 

insolence in the demeanor being registered by the policeman 

as a possible preamble to later attack. Signs vary from 

area to area, but a youth dressed in a black leather jacket 

and motorcycle boots is sure to draw at least a suspicious .. 
glance from a policeman. (Skolnick, 1966) 

The question of how the possession of a weapon affects the psychology 

of policing and policing encounters is of both research and practieal 

interest. When the police officer confronts a surly gas station attendant, 

or an 'insolent juvenile robber, for example, how does the knowledge 

that he possesses deadly force affect the manner in which he approaches 

the encounter? 

In describing the psychological uses of deadly force we must admit 

to posing more questions than answers. It appears from a range of . 
evidence that the possession of the means of deadly force exertS some 

impact upon at least some police offi~ers. The precise impact of this 

reality and its effect on different officers is, of course, unc~rtain. 

We rather hope to alert th~ reader that for the police officer the 

availability of deadly force may serve psychological purposes beyond the 

obvious one (e.g. the protection of his life and those of others). What 

the precise consequences,of these purposes are, must remain an important 

topic of future research investigation. 

Deadly Force in "Routine" Polic.e Work 

Another context for considering the police use of deadly force 

may be found in routine police actions where shots will almost certainly 

not be fired at a human being. We hope to demonstrate that in a variety 
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of police activities the awareness of the availability of police deadly 

force is an important social reality in understanding police/citizen 

encounters -- even those encounters in which shots being fired are not 

\,.'ven plausible possibilities for either police officer or citizen. 

It should be observed in this regard that actual firings of police 

weapons and hitting citizens are, using almost any basis of comparison, 

very rare events: 

In New York City during the year 1979, for example, only 80 police 

officers fired shots that hit human beings. In 1980, there were more 

than 21,000 officers working for the New York Police ~r?artment. In 

Newark, New Jersey (as discussed above 1 one of the most crime ridden 

and violent cities in the United States), in 1980 only nine of roughly 

1000 officers fired shots that hit human beings. In Buena Park, 

California (a city of 60,000 persons), only one officer of 93 fired a 

shot that hit a human being. Using another basis of comparison, the 

Washington State Patrol made 9l~~, 000 contacts with citizens. Of these 

contacts, shots were fired in only three cases. Similarly, the Los Angeles 

·pol:ice department in 1979 nmde roughly 90, 000 felony arrests. Shots that 

hit human beings were fired in but 40 of these 90,000 incidents. 

Of the 124 murders in Newark, New Jersey in 1979 only one homicide 

was caused by a Newark Police officer. It might be further noted that 

of the 29$ murders in Atlanta, Georg~A, just nine were caused by police 

officers. Also of the nearly eight million persons in Xew York City but 

I~O died at the hands of the police. Nationwide) using the most con

s,ervative (largest estimates) of the 300,000 police personnel, less than 

600 will kill human beings. Of the 220,000,000 persons in the Cnited 

States probably less than 2000 persons will be shot at by police officers. 
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Similarly, assuming that the average police officer works 200 days per 

year and handles eight assignments a shift (reasonable estimates) and fires 

his weapon on the average of once every nine years (Koblerls estimate), 

the chances of his firing a shot on any particular assignment are roughly 

14,400 to one. Even in a city with a high rate of police use of deadly 

force the chances of its use over assignments on any particular day will .. 
be very, very small, not very different from being involved in a serious 

auto accident or being beset by a serious illness. 

Still those average figures conceal the widely different probabilities 

over officers and assignments. During one shift in an inner city, one 

of the authors was on "scene" to two police shootings within a five-hour 

period. In that department, chere was an officer who used deadly force 11 

times and another oJ:ficer who killed _ people, even though most officers 

never used their weapons in the line of duty. And Fyfe (1980) observed 

in ~s study o~ police use of deadly force in New York, there were many . 
"sleepy hollows fl in which police shoo~ing was rare. In other precincts, 

shootings were at times·a weekly if not daily occurrence. 

Specialized units such as ta~tical teams and anti-street crime 

units often face n markedly disproportionate risk of deadly force. 

Police officers in such units may directly face many opponents with 

weapons in ~he course of a single night as we:l as other incidents in 

which challenge by an op~onent with a weapon is highly likely. To 

illustrate this type of "high-riskll police activity, 'We offer selections 

from a log of activity from one of the author's (Scharf's) observational 

study with a tactical unit in Newark. During this study, all uses of 

guns and contacts were recorded \lhich related to either police or citizen 

weapons (only one involving a shot fired by a police officer) during a 
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three-day period. The area was hard core and the time of year was 

particularly conducive to violence (July). Obviously, in other police 

contexts, deadly force (both its thrc~r and reality) would be far less 

frequent. 

thursday: Sgt. orders team to carry shotguns due to "sniper in 

proj eet. If 

11:00 a.m. - D. and T. load ~~tra shotgun shells in car. 

11:15 a.m. - Sgt. gives briefing involving ~1.0. of suspect 

who is known to carry stolen .45 in boot 

Tells us to be prepared. 

11:30 a.m. - We are looking for armed robbery team known to 

have shot and possibly killed victims. Captain 

tells uS to be careful. 

2:30 p.m. - Raid of house on 16th and Avo\\. We cover back. 

Everyone has guns drawn. 

2:50 p.m. - Raid on apartment in Hays projects. Guns drawn 

as we go upstairs. Everyone has-guns trained 

as we go through door. 

3!30 p.m. - Guns are still unholstered as we talk to suspects 

in apartment. 

4:00 p.m. - Guns drawn as we approach suspects of beating 

on apartment steps. Sergeant apologizes to 

them for scaring them. they check out O.K. 

Friday: Shotgun shells again loaded. 

7:00 p.m. - Captain reads speech about evidence following 

shots-fired incident. 
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7:30 p.m. - Shotguns are to be carried in car trunk from 

now on, drones the Sgt. "Chief caught some 

guy with shotgun on 'B and E' call." Huch 

shuffling of feet, mumbling. 

8:15 p.m. - Drug raid on sellers on 7th and Avon. T. has 

gun out. L. and B., not. 

8:30 p.m. - Check on report of bomb in hospital. 

8:45 p.m. - Go to a "man with a gun" call. Call turns out 

to be an older man with a Spanis,h-American era 

gun he was trying to sell. 

9:15 p.m.' - Raid on Belsinore Hotel. 

9:20 p.m. - Raid Room 402 looking for "Richard." Guns out 

as we force open door. 

9:35 p.Ill. - ~tid on Room 414. Richard has moved. L. has 

gun pointed up at door from a crouch. B. points 

do~ at door nob. 

9:50 p.m. - Arrest man for suspicion of murder in Room 502. 

Find a "tog" pistol in his pocket. 

10:40 p.m. - Snitch tells us "drug house" on Orange Avenue. 

Tells us that there is a loaded .38 in Apartment 

2; a .22 in Apartment 6. ' 

11:20 p.m. ,-,Drug buy on apartment. 

11:50 p.m. - Raid on "house." 

11:51 p.m. - Woman surrenders .22 to officer W. She says 

she keeps it for "protection." 

12:02 a.m. - }~n opens door of A?art~ent 3 with loaded gun. 

Officer G. is waiting. "Please, sir, don't do 
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anything stupid'," G. says as he grabs pistol 

out of man's hand. 

12:40 a.m. - Search of Room 8 produces third gun--another 

loaded .38. 

Saturday (night) 

5:25 p.m. - No shotguns tonight. Snitch reports tell of 

big gun sale at 11:00 p.m. near projects. 

6:55 p.m. - Arrest woman on drug sales. Guns unholstered 

as we approach car. 

7:20 p.m. - N. and C. chase man down alley. They get lost, 

Snitch says they have two .45's and a .38. 

We back up. 

7:55 p.m. - Arrest older man and woman for erratic driving 

after leaving "drug handout." Guns out as N. 

approaches car. 

8:17 p.m. - Older man tells N. about whom he bought drugs 

from. We go to bar and arrest man. N. holds 

gun out as C. handcuffs him and puts him in 

car. Twenty people watch. 

9:02 p.m. - Big arrest of the night. A report comes in 

that car used in shotgun robbery and assault 

at bar. Nine people robbed, three shot ~~th 

pellets as seen. We race to area. We see 1967 

two-tone Eldorado/h~ Plates 557 .... We follow 

car to project turn around. T. to D.: "Should 

we take them? iole don r t have a backup. II D.: "~ole 

gotta. Those motherfuckers ju::,t did nine people. II 
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The backup approaches from the back. Lights on. 

Both T. and D. e.xi t . "G,ET YOUR HA1"DS ON '~Ih'DSHIELD." 

Finally the man complies. There is an orange 

towel covering his hands. He was cut in the 

robbery. 

9:45 p.m. - Dinner in Mike's Diner interrupted; "'455' officer 

needs assistance, White Castle at ..• II We go. 

"Cannot find" reports D. 

10:00 p.m. - Off-duty officer arrests robber with gun. T. draws 

gun as man is placed in back of #316 car. 

1:15 a.m. - "'455.' Officer needs assistance." Officer locked 

in apartment with female. Husband outside with 

gun. We approach apartment with guns draw~. 

Woman refuses to let us in. She demands to see 

our faces. We refuse and storm out angrly 

into street. 

2:50 a.m. - Shots fired. Gang fight at t •• We arrive w~th 

shotguns drawn.. Nothing to be seen at location .•. 

As one can see from the above entries, for at least this unit, all 

aspects of police deadly force (guns being draw~, displayed and aimed; 

and the threat or reality of citizens guns) was a frequent experience. 

While this unit's ~~pe~i~nce is unusual in terms of both the level of 

danger dnd the frequency of ~ontact with violent criminals, it should be 

obvious that guns are an integral component of even their most routine 

police activities. 

Guns in other police environments are of course a far less frequently 

used tool of daily police work. However, in all but the cost peaceful of 
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surburban communities the implements of 'deadly force and the threat of 

their use does play at least some role in daily policeYl0rk. 

While the showing, drawing or pointing of weapons is a much rarer 

event in most units of most departments than is true of the Newark tactical 

squad described earlier, most patrol officers will draw their weapons 

in at least some situations. In some hard core areas of certain cities, 

it is either standard or informal police policy to draw one's weapon on 

specific types of "jobs" in certain types of neighborhoods. One officer 

in a middle sized urban police department offered: IILike there are 

specific calls in nel.ghborhoods that make to expect trouble; so you have 

your gun cut even before you hit the stairs. Like a 1017 (domestic 

disturbance) in the Jefferson St. area, that's almost automatic. }~so 

any possible 'B and E' or a robbery, you loosen the strap as you drive 

up and then your gun goes out as you leave the car." In other areas 

the drawing of weapons is far rarer. One suburban officer, for example, 

noted that "(I) haven't' had my gun out in months except to clear it. I 

can't really remember when I drew it last." Another officer in the same 

department described the role his gun played in police work as follows: 

IILet's just say it's there." 

Officers will also use guns in cont~xts where firing is not a 

possibility. In some situations officers will draw their weapons to 

intimidate a disrespectful or ,apparently disrespectful. citizen. One 

officer commented: 

Like when we go deal \l1ith a bunch of youth gangs in the 

Sullivan Street area we will pull our shotgun out of the car. 

It's not like w~ are going to shoot someone at that point. 

It's more like we want their attention. To cake them 

take heed. ' 
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The possession of the means to kill other human beings, many police 

officers believe, creates a certain "presence" which many citizens, 

subtly, but certainly, respond to. One officer, for ~~ample, said: 

It's like when you have a piece this gives you a certain 

edge in dealing with citizens. The gun may never come 

out, but it helps you in dealing with people, even those . , 

several inches taller. It's a myth, a hype, both for you 

and the citizen. You got to remember that 99.9% of all 

police work is showmanship. 

In this view, the gun is a useful psychological tool which adds to 

the advantage possessed by the police officer in an encounter (presumably 

already established with his badge, training and legal authority) with 

a citizen. 

Police officers, it should be remembered, think about using their 

guns far more often than they face situations in which they possibly 

might use them. One veteran officer said for a~ample: 

Like I'm always preparing, you know mentally. Like what if 

that guy I see on the street, mugs that old man on the 

street, how would I get position. ~~t would I do? It 

affects how you even view driving home from work always 

preparing for anything. I tell my wife what I'm thinking 

and she thinks, I'm nuts. 

Police officers will occasionally draw their weapons to "motivate" 

a citizen to obey a specific command. Often guns will be drawn in 

situations where they could not be legally used. This creates problems, 

some humorous, some more serious. A sergeant with 13 years ~~perience 

for example, observed: 
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Yah, most guys are draw happy for the first several 

years. I remember in the beginn.ing I'd draw my gun for 

almost anything: drunks, juveniles. Hhat cured me, and I 

guess other guys is the first guy '~ho looks at your gun and 

tells you to go fuck yourself, like "Come shoot me mother

fucker." They know better than you when you can shoot and 

when you can't. Your gun goes back in and soon you learn not 

to draw it if you're not go;ng to use it. 

It should be noted that the premature drawing of weapons may lead to an 

unnecessary escalated arme,d confrontation and possibly a shooting. In a 

much publicized case involving an agitated woman, Eu1ia Love (this case 

will be discussed in Chapter Four), the premature drawing of weapons 

seemed to be at least a contributing cause to a tragic episode. In 

other situations, officers have shot themselves while chasing felons 

with guns drawn or while grappling with citizens after they have prematurely 

unholstered their weapons. Also, unfortunately many officers engaged in 

physical hand to hand fights with citizens have been shot by the citizen 

'(often drunk or psychotic) with the weapons they unholstered prior to 

the physical altercation (Chapman, 1972). Officers thus faced with the 

possibility of physical contact with a citizen are highly conscious of 

the "safety of the guns. II One officer, for example, commented: 

Like lets say you are in a "415" - a family disturbance. 

There are 1qts of things you can't do because of your piece. 

Like you can't really sit back in a chair to let them feel 

comfortable because if you do, you can't get to your gun. 

Also, if you pat a guy on th/c arm you have to remember to 

keep your gun side free. ~vhile you are being all fatherly, 

he might gr'ab your gun and kill you with it. 
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Chapman (1972) observes that roughly 10% of all police officers killed 

by citizens are killed with their o~m (or a partner's) weapon. He writes, 

"Unfortunately, the very weapon the lawman carried for his own protection 

sometimes turned out to be his own worst liability ••. an officer must 

exert a titanic effort before allowing himself to be disarmed." (37) 

The capacity uoth to possess and to use deadly force serves other .. 
purposes as well. One such purpose is that of identification. This is 

especially important for officers who are in "plain clothes" or "off 

duty" status. Often, but not always, off-duty or plain-qlothes officers 

will wear their shirts out over their belts to conceal a gun placed in 

their belts. This is especially the case during the hot summer months. 

To an observant police officer (and possibly astute criminals) this 

buldge has significa~ce. For example, one New York police officer 

observed: 

When I'm in a subway station or somewhere I can tell . 
if there are other cops there, even if I don't know them by 

looking for a certain bulge under their shirts, under their 

jackets or by their ankle [as would be indicated by the in-

creasingly popular ankle holster]. This tells me that there 

are probably friends near by and I can do things [like con-

front certain situations] which I wouldn't do otherwise. 

Another purpose seryed by the possession of deadly force may be 

found in the use of warning shots. Such shots are permitted in some 

departments and forbidden in others. The forbidding departments assume 

that the potential gain is overwhelmed by risk to other citizens as well 

as additional risk to the officer by the resulting escalation. 
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Some warning shots are fired in pla'ce of a shot aimed to kill. One 

officer, for example, observed: 

that when this older drunk guy with a .22 turned toward~ me 

kind of drunk like. I let go a warning and then ducked behind 

the car because I felt that I could still get him if he came 

around for real. Luckily the guy dropped the rifle and put 

his hands up when he heard the shot. He let go in his pants 

he was so scared. 

Another officer described firing,a warning shot at a "juvenile with a 

knife because frankly I didn't want the hassle of shooting a kid. If 

he's tl"'-ae years older, he's dead." Still another officer faced with a 

"wild family fight" in front of a grocery store fired a bullet into a 

"stop sign" near one of the main combatants heads to."alert" him to the 

seriousness of his actions. Another officer (an obviously ~~cellent 

shot) reported firing a warning shot between the legs of a crazed man 

with a machete. 

Other warning shots may be fired to startle a citizen or a group of 

'citizens. One officer described the effect of a shot fired to "quiet" a 

bar brawl as follows: 

Well they were yelling and screaming and throwing bottles, so 

I fired a shot into the ground. A few seconds later it was 

like 10 A.!-!. in Sunday Hass it was so quiet. 

Closely related to warning shots arQ shots fired for purposes of 

communication. One officer, for example, described how he fired a shot 

to attract the attention of other police officers when he was cornered 

by several angry residents of an all black tenement h~use: 

---------------------~- -
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I was- in the back of th:ts house in Springfie1d when these four 

blacks come running down the stairs. I had four of them in 

the bag but only one pair of handcuffs. I tried the radio but 

it wouldn't work in the stairwell, so I let a round go into 

the ceiling. That got half the tac team here in a hurry. We 

made four good arrests • .. 
Another officer described a "communication" shot as follows: 

Well I was off duty and this woman comes running out with her 

shirt off, screaming and hollering that this guy has raped 

her. I stop this car and soon this guy comes out of the 

hall with his pants down. What did you know it was the only 

day I didn't have my cuffs with me - I usually bring them with 

me. I duck in and look for them. Also I have a little sports 

car so I can't put him in there a~yway. Also, I don't have 

a radio. It's February and it's cold and it's a long way 

to the precinct. Also it's 3 a.m. so there are no police 

cars around. Finally I see a "black and white" up three 

blocks so I let go a round. They came fast to see what was 

going on. 

Gun shots then serve numerous purposes for the police officer: 

some of these are far from those one might presume from a casual observa-

tion of the police. It ~lso should be noted that some of these uses of 

deadly force are either not encouraged or are actually prohibited by the 

police department. It is obvious to most. observers that in some depart-

ments warning shots are either not reported or are reported as "misses" 

(even by officers who are obviously "dead e)·e" shots). 

--------------------,-'-----------------
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\ve have argued th~t in a variety of' police contexts deadly force play,.., 

a number of discrete, identifiable, important, and also surprising purposes 

oth~r than to kill human beings. As we have attempted to point out, the 

actual use of deadly force by police officers is very rare, and the use 

with actual injury resulting far rarer. The frequency with which a 

police o.fficer will use deadly force, of course, depends greatly upon 

the city in which he is located and his assignment within that city. 

In some cities, for some officers (e.g., the tactical patrol team 

described earlier) the gun plays a central role in marry (if not most) 

citizen encounters. In othel less perilous settings, the role of deadly 

force recedes to far less importance. 

Legal and Administrative Control of Deadl~Force 

The first level of control is state statute, the second is case 

law-court decisions, and the third is administrative policy of the 

particular department. 

The granddaddy of state statutes is EngHsh common law where the 

use of deadly force in law enforcement was considered justified against 

la fleeing felon but not against a fleeing misdemeanant. The California 

statute, Penal Code Section 196, is typical of direct derivatives from 

the common law: 

California Penal Code Section 196, Justifiable Homicide bv 

Public Officers. Homicide is justifiable when cGmmitted by 

public officers and those acting by their command in their 

aid and assistance: 

1. In obedience to any judgment of a competent court; or, 

2. ~~en necessarily committed in overcoming actual resis

tance to the e.."'Cecution of some le;:;al process, or in the 

discharge of any other legal duty; or 
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3. Whe,'l necessarily committed in rElr.d.king felons who have 

been rescued or have escaped t or when necessarily com-

mitted in arresting persons charged with felony, and 

who are fleeing from justice or resisting such arrest. 

More recently enacted codes (th~ Califotnia code dates from 1872), 

are likely to contain elements relevant to the modern American scene 

rather than "olde" England. Thus, Karp (1980) surveyed statutory 

provisions authorizing deadly force and found 37 such laws for purposes 

of effecting an arrest. But, while 19 of these 37 laws stipulate that 

deadly force may be used if the arrest is for a felony, 15 stipulate 

that deadly force may be: used only if th!'1. felony involved the use of a 

weapon, a threat of serious injury, or some variation thereof. Two 

stipulate an additional requirement of substantial risk that failure to 

arrest will lead to future i.njury or death. 

It is worth mentioning in this context that a felony is not the 

same in the United Statea of the twentieth century as it was in England 

when the common law was being developed. In those days, capital 

punishment was authorized for all felonies, while today a felony could 

be so relatively trivial an offense as driving someone else's car on a 

joyride without approval. That difference was ackno~ledgecl in a court 

decision in California that ruled" contrary to the State's Penal Code 

Section 196, that a police officer is ~ justified in using deadly force 
• 

against a fleeing felon unless the felony was violent or there is reasonable 

fear that escape may lead to future death or serious injury on the part of 

the officer or another citizen. The California ',ruling provides an example, 

of course, of the control of deadl)' force at the second level, by court decision. 
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At the third level of control, virtually every major department, 

and most ~inor departmeuts j have written policy statements regarding the 

use of deadly force. Policy statements serve to provide more specific 
. 

guidelines for the police officer in deciding upon the use of deadly 
\ 

force, and are generally more restrictive than state and court law. 

For example, the "Firearms ~~olici' (dated March 14, 1979) of the San 

Diego Police Department lists the conditions under which weapons 

are authorized in three major categories: Officers may use deadly force 

(1) to protect themselves from death or serious bodily injury; (2) to 

pr~tect another officer or any other person from death or serious bodily 

injury; and (3) to apprehend a fleeing felon "reasonably known" to be 

• armed with a "deadly weapon" for a felony involving great bodily injury 

or the threat of great bodily injury. 

And the overall bias of the po1.icy is well-expressed in its 

preamble: 

Contemporary society, the legislature, the judiciary, 

and the Department place a greater value on the preservation 

of life than on the apprehension of criminal offenders. For 

this reasofi, the Department considers firearms to be defensive 

weapons, to be used only when necessary to protect human life, 

or to prevent bodily injury. 

That clearly is not the type of bias that was ~~ressed in comeon 

law justification. 

Such legal and administrative definitions are critical to the police 

officer who will try to establish early in an encounter what the legal 

and policy opt~ons a~e. One experienced officer, for example, said: 
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When you get into something, the officer wants to know what's 

possible. What is the crime? How do you know? Did you see 

it? This .tells you whether you can use your piece. 

Ar!d differences in adjacent jurisdicti~ns can be surprisingly 
. 

large. That is illustrated in the following comment by a police officer: 

There was this guy in Sparks [Nevada] where they can shoot 

you for running away with anything worth more than $100 

who was running from one of their officers with his gun drawn. 

The guy ran across Avenue which is the border to Reno 

where we don't do that kind of stuff. The guy turned to 

the officer and yelled out, "Too bad, sucker," and took off 

int.o a parking lot. 

The legal and administrative controls of the use of deadly force 

provide what has been called the "circumference" of police decision 

making to use (or not to use) deadly force. The variations of actual 

use within the circumference are indeed great. In Los Angeles a man 

who had virtually decapitated and k.illed a harbor patrol officer was 

killed (though he posed no immediate threat to the officers who 

had him contained) as he ran through a vacant lot armed with a machete. 

Another man was similarly killed as he attempted to flee from the scene of 

a violent rape. 

Even self-defense s~ootings may be surprisingly varied. In soce use 

of deadly force, the mere possession (or apparent possession) of a gun 

may provide the motivation for shooting. In othec incidents, the o??onent 

may point a weapon at the officer; in still others, a shot may be fired 

by the opponent prior to a shot being fired by a police officer. In other 

self-defense shootings, no lethal weapon may be present. The opponent 
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may physically attack the officer wit~ his hands. In one recent incident 

the provocation was a typewriter thrown at the officer by a crazed man. 

Overall, our collective observations and formal research indicates 

that officers use their weapons at a far lower rate than authorization 

allows. The relatively few times that officers shoot in an inappropriate 

or "out of policy" or illegal manner are highlighted by the considerable 

public attention directed at them. But the many times greater number 

of situations where restraint is shown, though law and policy permitted 

expression, go unnoticed, except, perhaps, by an award for "commendable 

restraint" that is quietly made in many departments. 

The factors which lead an officer to a decision to use de~~ly force 

will be the central topic over the next three chapters. In these 

chapters we will focus upc:n the "risk" of a police/citizen armed 

confrontation (Chapter 4); the nature of police decision making (Chapter 

5) and Officer Competences and Skills (Chapter 6). In Chapter 4, we 

begin our inquiry by focusing on the relative dsk of different types of 

armed confrontations. ~ve will be specifically concerned with the factors 

'(opponents, assignments, partners and citizens present, and space and 

light) which make police officers more likely to shoot in one type of 

confrontation than in another. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

BARREL TO BARREL: 

Differences in Risk in Encounters Between Police and Citizens 



Prologue: 

A. Two Luckv Cops and a Luckv Criminal 

Cars 347, 348, and 349 proceed to Avon and Seventh. Informant 

has called station saying that car matching descr~ption of car 

in tavern robbery was seen at that location. Use extreme 

caution. Suspects are believed to be armed with shotguns. 

Tavern robbery involved shots fired at victims. Car is two-tone 

American style coupe, about 1970, red and white. Repeat, 

two-tone coupe, red and white, License 943 Victor ~ictor !oy. 

Consider suspects armed and dangerous. 

The tactical officers placed the magnetic red light on top of the car, 

did a wide U-turn in traffic, and sped through several intersections. 

Offic;er A: Probably a big fucking nothing, but if we see 

them, stay down Doc. The police director don't 

want to lose you. 

Officer B: 

Officer A: 

Officer B: 

Officer A: 

What street goes into Seventh? 

Carlton 

Let's swing up it then so ~e can come up behind 

him. Hold on now. 

There's a two-tone car up there parked up on 

Seventh at the corner. Think that's him? 

An older t\io-tone car \lith a single driver suddenly started driving 

do\m Seventh Street. The car moved too slo\dy to be an unconcernec nctorist. 

Even before ::.e officers could read the licer:.se plc:.te, they knew they had 

their car. Slowly the tactical car moved through the traffic in back of 

the suspect's car. A young black man was driving, holding an oran£e towel 

over the steering \"heel. He nervously looked backwards at the police car, 

as if in disbelief .. 
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Officer A: Let's flash the lights; see if he'll stop. 

The suspect car started driving more quickly onto Springfield Avenue, 

onto a bridge, then over towards the large, crime-filled housing projects. 

All police officers in the city knew that to lose a suspect in the projects, 

meant probably losing them for good. Police officers, except in large force, 

would rarely enter above the third floor of the large red buildings with .. 
most of the windows broken and violence filling every floor. Finally, the 

car stopped in a loop in front of the housing proj ects. The door o.f the 

driver was slightly ajar. 

Officer A: Should we wait for backup? He may have a shotgun. 

Officer B: This motherfucker done robbed nine people and shot 

three; we gotta do it. Stay down Doc. 

Just then, another tactical car approached from the back. A '~hite 

c,fficer jumped from the car with a shotgun aimed right at the car. The 

second officer in the car jumped (lIlt with a search light illuminating the 

suspect's car but also blinding the two police officers with their guns 

pointed at the windshield of the two-tone Ford. 

Officer A: FREEZE, POLICEI PUT YOUR HA1~S ON THE vlliEELI 

PUT YOUR HAlmS ON THE WHEEL I PUT YOUR lik'\1)S 

ON THE w1iEEL \~'HERE WE CAN SEE THE!-11 SLOW I 

The man almost deliberately with an unnerving su11.enness slowly placed 

his hands on the wheel; powever, he still clutched onto his orange towel. 

Officer A: Now drop that fucking towel. 

The man slowly complied. ivith great speed, Officer B. reached into the 

driver's side of the car and grabbed the can by his forearms. A young, veri' 

sullen black n:an, 'who appeared very "stoned" and wearing dungar~es and a 

white undershirt, spread hioself on the car .. 



Officer C: 

Han: 

Officer D: 

3 

Where were you at 5:00 p.m., tonight? Some of your 

friends say you were shooting some people in front 

of Brown's Tavern. Looks like you got hit yourself. 

It wasn't like that. It was a private beef. I 

swear man. 

Lookey here (he pulls a shotgun from the back seat 

of the car), Bingo, just like the gun that was 

used in the robbery, and look what we got in his 

pockets (he digs roughly into the man's pants), 

shotgun shells. Nice guy we got here. 

On the way to the precinct, the observer asked Offj.cers. A and B about 

how they handled the incident. "How did you find the car?" "Just tucking 

luck," came quickly the response of Officer B. "Just fucking lucky." "It 

never happens like this. Usually you are three hours late. It's cause the 

snitch called the station house--that's how we got here so quick. Other

wise, if they called communications, we would have been in bed and so would 

he (pointing at the prisoner in the rear seat) before the call came in." 

• II How come you didn't shoot him?" the observer continued ignoring the pri

·soner listening through his amphetamine haze with obvious int.erest. "How 

come you didn't shoot him when you saw the towel come up? You didn't know 

if there was a gun there or not. II "Don't know," was the response of 

Officer A. "To be truthful, the lights of C.' s car (the other tacti-

cal officer) were so bright, I couldn't see what was happening. Given what 

I saw, which wasn't that clear, I didn't feel I had to," Officer B. added. 

"Just put it this way, we were motherfucking lud."Y to catch him. He is 

goddamn lucky to be alive. It's as simple as that. Hey, A., call head

quarters and get ~n arrest number for this motherfucker. I bet he has so 

many fucking warrants we won't eat till midnight." 
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B. High Noon 

"Frank Hiller has been released from jail," is the message to Gary 

Cooper who plays a marshal, \-7i11 Ka'ne, in one of the mcst popular Westerns 

of all time, "High Noon. II His pJ.oans at the time of that notification 

were to leave his job as marshal in a small Western town and settle in 

another town to take up storekeeping. He had just married his Quaker .. 
girlfriend Amy (played by Grace Kelly). Kane had been instrumental in 

sending Miller to the penitentiary, and Miller, with the aid of three 

other desperados, intends to kill Kane in revenge. The three cohorts 

meet Miller when he arrives on the noon train, and all four set out for 

the main street of the town to confront Kane. As one observer says, 

"blood will surely be shed. 1I All of the townsmen who the marshal'had 

hoped would aid him in confronting Miller and his gang refused his pleas 

for help; cowardice was the obvious motivation. The marshal must meet 

Frank Hiller and his three armed henchmen alone. 

"Do not fo .. sake me, oh my darling, on this our wedding day ..... II 

As Miller and his men approach the town on foot, the brave marshal, 

armed with two six shooters, sees them coming and positions himself with 

an admixture of fear, frustration, and tension. He had been urged to 

leave town, but his sense of duty made it necessary for him to stay. 

The four d~sperados draw. ~~rshal Kane fires first; one desperado 

falls dead on the street. A chase begins which finds the courageous . 
Harshal Kane cornered in a barn. Hiller sets fire to the barn but Kane 

escapes while riding protectively Hr\der the belly. of a horse - Kane 

shoots and kills another desperado during the barn scene. In the next 

scene, Kane, now wounded, is in a store where he is threatened by ~1iller 

and the one other remaining bandit .. But, then, Grace Kelly kills one of 

th~ bandits, overcom~ng her Quaker principles, because of the need of 
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her husband who had been deserted by everyone else. That leads to 

Hiller finding her in'a hiding place and taking her hostage. "Come 

out," he yells to the marshal. The marshal ~alks out from his cover 

into the street, apparently to certain death. 

Hiller's face, disabling him for an instant, 

Now Grace Kelly scratches 

ivill J:.".ane fires four 

times, killing Hiller ...•. " "Do not forsake me, oh my darling, on this 

our wedding day ....• " 

We placed the two types of armed confrontation between law 

enforcement and citizen, real-life in Prologue A and fictional in Prologue 

B, to highlight the complexity and uncertainty of the former as opposed 

to the frequent simplistic predictability of the latter. In Hollywood 

encounters, particularly, the ar.med confrontation resembles a stylized 

ballet with the law enforcement agent first ordering the bandit to "drop 

it"; the bandit refus:J.ng; the law enforcement officer drawing last, but 

almost inevitably the bandit lies dead in the center of the street, 

often in broad daylight. 

In this chapter, we wil' directly face the complexity and unpredict

-ability of real-life confrontation. After defining the term armed 

.confrontation, we will describe some of the different types of armed 

confrontation commonly faced by police officers. ive will also discuss 

the concept of risk and how it affects the likelihood of an officerts 

firing a shot in an encounter. 

Police/Citizen Armed Confrontation: A Unit of Anal;~is 

One way to think about the types of armed confrontations faced by 

police officers is to think about them as a subclass of all police 

encounters. Fatal shootings, hits, and shots fired, in turn, ~ay be 

conceptualized as possible, but not necessary outcomes of arced confronta

tions. Suppose, in a hypothetical precinct in a particular year, police 
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officers make 50,000 contacts (of all types) with citizens. Of these 

50,000 contacts, perhaps 2,000 might be considered high risk contacts in 

that the citizen has committed a dangerous felony (i.e., armed robbery) \ 

or there are other reasons to believe the person to be dangerous. In a 

far smaller number of such contacts, say 500, the citizen will display • 

such resistance to a legal request of a police officer (for a~ample, .. 
refuse to leave a tavern, resist arrest, etc.) that a confrontation 

might be said to exist between the police officer and citizen. In an 

even smaller number of incidents (perhaps 50), the citizen will have a 

dangerous weapon available and threaten to use it or the officer will 

have other reason to believe there is high likelihood it will be necessary 

to use his gun. This type of confrontation is an armed confrontation:

the topic of this and the next two chapters. As ~~e shall observe, 

situational, episodic, and officer characteristics will determine the 

outcome of a particular armed confrontation. In some armed confrontations, 

no shot will be fired by the police officer, nor by the opponent; in 

others, a shot or shots may be fired, missing, hitting, or killing an 

opponent or a police officer. 

The sUllmlary below, with hypothetic.al but realistic numbers, drawn 

from an "active" police princinct, illustrates the relationship of armed 

confrontations to other police/citizen contacts and outcomes: 

IN 1980 THE X PRECINCT --.. 
1. Responded to roughly 100,000 "calli; for service": e g., a 

dispatch to a specific circucstance-person incident 

where there is need of medical help, suspicious person, 

domestic squabbl~, etc. 

2. Of these 100,000 calls for service, 50,000 persons were 

actually contacted (questioned, arrested, etc.). 
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3. Of these 50,000 contacts, 2000 are classified as high 

risk due to nature of call or citizen. 

4. Of these 2,000 high-risk con ~cts, 500 result in a 

confrontation in which there is resistance to a legal 

request by the law enforcement officer. 

5. Of these 500 contacts, 50 result in armed confrontat~.on 

6. Of these 50 armed confrontations, 40 result in no shots 

being fired by the police officer. 

7. In the remaining ten armed confrontations, where shots are 

fired, in eight the officer misses. 

8. In the remaining two confrontations, one officer hits but 

does not kill an opponent; in the remaining confrontatiofi, 

the opponent is killed. 

The above illustrates the relationship of armed confront4tions to other 

police/citizen contacts and also to outcomes of police shootings, misses, 

hits, and kills. As one can see, armed confrontations are relatively rare in 

terms of all police contacts; however, it should further be noted that a shot 

being fired by the police officer is but one possible rare outcome of an armed 

confrontation. By this definition, an armed confrontation will signify an 

encounter between: (1) citizen(s), and (b) police officer(s) in which all 

of the following conditions are present: 

1. Firearms are available to one or more of thp. parties involved. 

2. There is the threat of force by the citizen or the fear of 

the threat of force by the officer. 

3. There is the mental awareness on the part of the police officer 

or citizen that he or she might require the use of deadly force 

to resolve the en~ounter. 
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Using that specification, an armed confrontation clearly need not 

result in an injury or death indeed, in an armed confrontation a ~yeapon . 
might not even be used. 

An example (a perhaps typical one) of an armed confrontation is 

found in the encounter described to us by an urban police officer: 

Ny partner and I were on geneX'al patrol when we got this .. 
call that there was a robbery in progress. ~Vhen we en--

countered the suspect [a hostage taken and then released 

in the robbery identified him), he walked real calm down 

the street. I don't think he saw us. When we confront-

ed him he hesitated. He kept fiddling in his pockets 

saying nothing. We hollered again for him to put his 

hands up. He looked around for an escape route. Final-

ly he pulls a gun out and fires at us three times • 

Luckily he missed and luckily we got him before he shot 

us • 

In this armed confrontation, both parties were armed, both recog-

nized the situation as potentially involving a need to shoot, it occurred 

in an open street, and the citizen was a felon. In other armed confronta-

tions, however, only the police officer may be armed. In some situations 

the citizen may appear to be armed but in reality not be armed at all or 

not even pose a plausab~e threat to the officer. An e~ple of that situation 

may be found below: 

A good sacaritan who ~as mistaken for a beating 

suspect in \o:es t Hollywood Saturday night ' .... as shot and 

killed by a Los Angeles sheriff's deputy just after the 

man had helped the beating victim and called police. 
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Twe.nty-eight-year-old Steven Conger was killed as 

he stepped away from a pay phone where he had gone to 

make the call. Moments before, Conger had carried the 

beating victfm. Jack Gonor, 63, up a flight of stairs to 

Gonor's room in a West Hollywood motel. 

A spokesman said Deputy Francisco Jimenez, one of 

four deputies to respond to a "man with a knife" call 

at the Fairf~~ Motel, 913 N. Fairfax Ave., was running 

down the motel's driveway with his gun drawn wh~n Conger 

"suddenly " came out of an alcove where the pay phone is 

located. 

In this example, the basis for specifying an armed confrontation 

was unilateral; only the deputy sheriff was armed and only the deputy 

sheriff had a fear of force. Incidents in which there is definitional 

ambiguity as to the status of a confrontation reminds us of the methodological 

caution suggested first by the symbolic interactionalist school of sociology 

in their argument that common social encounters may be defined quite 

'differently by different social actors. T)-.",s, as in the case of a man on 

a bus who falls in love with a fellow passenger, while she regard~ him as 

a total non-entity, social reality may appear quite differently to particular 

social actors. Sfmilarly, as with the shooting of Stephen Conger. ~nly one 

party in police/citizen encounters apparently conceived of the encounter 

as directly threatening. This lack of sj~bolic consensus as to the meaning 

of the encounter may be seen in police armed confrontations with dazed, 

psychotic or drunk civilians who define their actions very differently 

from the police officer. 
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Varieties of Risk in Encounters Between Police and Citizens 

Armed confrontations are extremely vari~d social events. For example, 

in one city the following armed confrontations were recorded during one six-. 

month interval. It should be noted that the averted shootings among the 

armed confrontations listed were, of course, ~n1y those that came to 

the attention of police administration (proba.bly overrepresented were t:ypes .. 
in which officers were recomme.nded for medals or where tha arrests were 

especially glamorous.) 

January 2 Patrol car faced down; disarms armed,robber in 

liquor store. 

January 4 Off-duty patrolman wrestles pistol away from 

armed robber who placed gun in officer's stomach 

during armed robbery. 

January 12 Patrol officer disarms juvenile armed with zip-gun 

after short struggle. 

January 16 Officer fires shot at car escaping from armed robbet'j'. 

January ),8 Two officers disarm boy fourteen who shot three 

children in junior high school. Boy l.;aved gun at 

officers, but no shots were fired by officers. 

January 18 Two officers iire four shots at stolen and escaping 

oil truck. 

January 20 Officer aims at fleeing bank robber; holds fire. • 

January 2.3 Officer wounds can thr~dtening him with screwdriver, 

in alley, following pursuit of driv~r of stolen car. 

January .30 Detectives disarm can h~hind on child support, amed 

with knife. 

January 30 Tactical Patrol arrests man arced with pisco1 wanted 

for I:1urder. 



February 14 

February 19 

February 26 

February 27 

Maii."'ch 1 

March 8 

Harch 10 

March 15 

March 16 

:t-1arch 17 

March 2.3 

April 1 

April 17 

April 15 

April 2~ 
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Offic.er wounds two liB & E" suspects who had assaulted 

him while searching a building with other off:i.cers. 

Decoy patrol arrests armed robbery team in store 

without shots fired. 

Officer fires shot at car which attempted to run 

him down. 

Off-duty officer disarms armed robber in tavern with

out shots fired. 

Two officers disarm man attacking police officer with 

knife [no shots fired]. 

Armed robbe~ confronted by patrol team. No shots fired. 

Burglar with pistol disarmed by patrol offi~er. 

Two officer.s shoot at but miss two street robbers caught 

in act of robbing older citizen on street. 

Insane man with .22 pistol disarmed by SWAT team. 

Officers fire shots at fleeing vehicle. 

Narcotics squad raid drug dealer's house. Han 

threatens officers with machete but is disarmed. 

Three officers fire shots at ~n with shotgun, escaping 

from liquor store holdup. 

Woman with broken bottle attacks police officer but 

is disarmed. 

Officer kills man ~ho had attacked another officer 

with hatchet and then turned towards officer (who finally 

killed him on public street]. 

Nan with nephew as hostage holds S\,'AT team at bay for 

six hours. Finally surrenders ~~thout shots being fired. 
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April 16 

April 17 

April 27 

April 30 .. 
May 23 

May 27 

June 13 

June 16 

June 24 

June 28 

June 29 

12 

Off-duty .. officer is killed while intero.icting armed 

robbery in tavern. 

Man fires shot and is disarmed by police officer. 

iV'arning shots fired by single off-duty officer at 

fleeing larceny suspect • 

Armed robbers in car disarmed by detective team. 

Officer in decoy operation fires single shot at 

robbery suspect. 

Traffic officer disarms man stopped for traffic 

violation and pulled gun on officer. 

Officers fire shots at truck which tries to run them 

down. 

Officer arrests [without shooting] fleeing rapist who 

turns and confronts him with knife. 

Officer arrests insane man holed up in hospital waiting-

room with gun. 

Police officer disarms young woman who threatens boss 

with loaded pistol •. 

Officer wounds combative man after intervening to 

"quiet" fight in tavern • 

June 30 Juvenile officer disarms at gunpoint two juvenile gang 

memqers armed with small caliber weapons. One juvenile 

then turns and escapes. 

Obviously each 0'- :hese armed confrontations, is unique in terms of 

many dimensions (e.g., type of opponent, duration of the encounter, 

number of officers present, spacial arrangements and justification), One 

dimension used frequen~ly for classification in previous studies is that 
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of preceding event; Table 1 illustrates the use of that classification in 

four such studies. It is important to point out in considering these 

studies that the respective researchers focused not (as we will) on armed 

confrontation but on police shots fired (e.g., Fyfe, 1978) or shots which 

hit opponents (e.g., Milton et a1, 1977) or fatal shots fired (Kobler, 

1975 an.d Robin, 1973). In this context, it is worth noting that the 

event leading to the use of deadly force depends upon social, political, 

and administrative conditions; types of confrontation differ from city to 

city, precinct to precinct and even month to month. Some police departments 

report high rates of armed confrontation with juveniles crazed by PCP; other 

jurisdictions may have virtually no such contacts ~rlth "dusted out ll 

adolescents but commonly'~erience confrontations with armed bank robbers. 

It may be that administrative policy contributes to the incidence of 

particular types of confrontations faced by a police department. For 

example, a rule restricting high-speed chases might make less likely 

confrontations with "joyriding juveniles." Similarly, a "rapid response ll 

capacity for in-progress robberies may encourage certain types of confronta-

• tions with armed robbers. 

More recent research has focused upon the actions of the opponent prior 

to the use of deadly force by a police officer as another dimension for 

classification. Heyer (1980), for example, has analyzed (over a five-year 

period) the reported actions of opponents immediately prior to a shot 

being fired by a police officer in his recent lIaudit" of shots fired by 

the Los Angeles Police Department. A summary of his relevant data is 

contained in Table 2. 

~~ile such classifications are ~~tremely useful, focusing solely 

upon incidents where police officers shoot necessarily omits critical 
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information. For example, in how many cases where a Hispanic citizen 

threatened a police officer was deadly force avoided? It also is important, 

as we have suggested, to develop classifications based upon more dynami~ 

aspects of armed confrontations. This type of thematic portrayal of armed 

confrontation could give some insight as to the risks of particular types 

of armed confrontation and how these· risks are interpreted by the police .. 
officer himself. Police officers perceive an off-duty incident with a 

"wacko" (1. e., a psychotic person) in a dark alley very differently than 

they do an on-duty confrontation with a bank robber, faced with a team of 

officers during broad daylight. 

Other questions which our analyses will attempt to answer include 

the following:-

1. Which types of confrontation present the greatest hazard in 

2. 

3. 

terms of use of fatal force? 

What are the most common types of o~ponents faced by police 

officers in armed confrontations? 

Of the total number of types of armed confrontation, which 

particular types of incidents most frequently result in a shot 

being fired by a police officer? 

4. What types of training are most appropriate to particular types 

of cnnfrontation? 

5. Is it possible .to develop special training oethods to avert 

particular types of shootings? 

6. Are there interactions among types of armed confrontations 

(for example, an apparently insane opponent in an off-duty 

confrontation) ~hich makes a particular type of confrontation 

inordinately risky? 

______ -.J 
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The Concept of Risk in Police-Citizen Encounters 

Key in responding to these queries is our ability to identify which 

types of confrontation possess the greatest hazard for police officers. 

Simply knowing the relative proportion of incidents which result in a 

fatality or a wounding by a police officer will not be very helpful. Knowing 

the proportion of hits or fatalities associated with a particular incident 

tells us little about the relative hazard of such incidents. Fo't' example, 

knowing that 25% of all New York City shots fired evolved from "disturbance" 

calls (Fyfe, 1977), does not yield any useful information about the relative 

danger of such calls. Such information is similar in kind to knowing that 

in a certain city, 25% of all deaths were related to influenza while only 

1% were related to the always fatal Myasthenia Gravis (or Lou Gehrig's 

disease). From such information one might (wrongly) conclude that influenza 

was more hazardous than is Hyasthenia Gravis. In reality, Hyasthenia 

Gravis is infinitely more hazardous; however, it is also far rarer. The 
. 

lower proportion of deaths from Myasthenia Gravis is attributable to its 

rareness, ~ its benignity; similarly influenza causes many deaths because 

·it is an extremely common, if only occasionally, fatal disease. 

While this analogy seems obvious, its essential implication is missed 

by police researchers who attempt to analyze police-citizen armed confronta-

tions on the basis of police shots fired (or evell worse, "hits" or fatal 

shootings) without delineating the relation.ship of such events to all armed 

confrontations. Thus, if one wishes to know the relative hazard of a 

particular type of confrontation, one must kno~ not only how frequently 

shots were fired in this type of incident, but also how many confrontations 

of this type were encountered by police officers. Let us, for ~?le, 

consider the finding by Milton et al., (1977) that 32% of police uses of 
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deadly force (in their seven-city study) evolved from disturbance calls 

while only 21% evolved from robbery calls. To establish the relative 

risk of each of these types of call one must establish the total frequency 

of each call, the frequency of armed confrontation which evolve from 

such calls and the frequency with which each of these armed confrontations 

results i~ a shot being fired. 

For example, consider the following hypothetical relationships: 

In City X there are 4,000 robbery calls. Arrests are made in 

2,000 of these cases. In 215 incidents there was an armed 

confrontation between the police officer and the citizen. In 

10 confrontations the opponent was shot at by a police officer. 

Shooting, thus, occurred at rates as follows: .25% of 

robbery calls, 50% of robbery arrests, 4.8% of robbery 

armed confrontations. In the same city there were 50,000 

"disturbance" calls. In 500 of these there occurred an 

armed confrontation resulting in 14 shots or fired incidents 

by police officers. Shooting, thus, occurred at rates as 

follows: .028% of disturbance calls, 2.8% of disturbance 

armed confrontations. These data, in summary, state that 

the risk of a shooting in a rob?ery call is 1 in 400, 

while the risk in a disturbance call is 1 in 3571. Similarly, 

they show that, the risk of an armed confrontation is 1 

in 19 i~ the case of robbery and 1 in 100 in the case of a 

disturbance call. 

Judging from these hypothetical data it is obvious thqt while 

representing a smaller proportion of total calls, robberies have a 
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significantly higher risk than do disturbance calls, in terms of both 

likelihood of armed confrontation and likelihood of shooting. While 

these data are hyp, 'he tical (though based on a rough guess of reality), 

they should illustrate that the concept of risk requires knowledge about 

base line frequencies. 

To further our understanding of risk in police-citizen encounters, 

we will turn to consideration of various factors that ~re linked to 

relative risk, subjectively as well as objectively evaluated. 

1. Perceived hazard in police-citizen encounters. Clearly, encounters 

of varying types pose to officers tather different levels of hazard of 

physical injury. In some encounters, the imm~diate peril may be minimal 

as when the officer confronts a person fleeing from a crime and the person 

disposes of his weapon. For example, one officer described the following 

incident: 

He came right over with his gun to these guys who were 

warming themselves over a fire in a trashcan and shoots 

one of th~. I rode up and yelled for him to freeze and 

drop it. He throws his gun up on a snow pile and then 

runs. I fired but missed him, knowing he was extremely 

dangerous, not to me, but to socrety as a whole. 

In other situations the hazard may be immediate and imminent: 

All of a sudden, in the middle of this crowd, this 

one guy comes over me with a crowbar. I thought he 

was trying to kill me. I shot him right before he 

came down with it. 

Frequently, the hazard may appear greater to the officer than is 

actually the case. At times the officer may infer hazard from the 

context of a confrontation or the behavior of the opponent which, while 
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not factually accurate, is believed to be true in the psychologica.l context 

of the confrontation. For example, consider the case of an LAPD officer 

who fatally shot an unarmed robbery suspect: 

An unarmed robbery suspect was shot and killed Saturday 

by an officer who believed he was reaching for a weapon, 

Los Angeles police said. 

A male attendant was forced to commit an act of oral 

copulation and sodomized at gunpoj,nt by two of the 

suspects, police said. 

As the gunmen fled with an unknown amount of cash and 

jewelry taken from the attendant they fired one round 

at the unidentified man, missing him, police said. 

The gunshot was heard by two uniformed patrolmen in 

the area, said Lt. Charles Higbie. 

Aided by a helicopter, the officers arrested three sus

pects in a car near 49th Street and Normandie Avenue, 

Higbie said. 

Jackson, wno allegedly jumped from the moving car, 

was observed on a porch on 46th Street .. 

He complied when officers asked him to place his hands 

behind his head but dropped them as, he "'alked toward 

them, the lieutenant said. 
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Officer Victor J. Pietrantoni; 31, who told investigators 

he thought the suspect was armed because of a bulge beneath 

his clothing, fired one round from his service revolver, 

Higbie said. 

Jackson was hit in the abdomen and died later at Western 

Park Hospital. 

The suspect was unarmed. Police said they found property 

taken in the robbery in the suspect's clothing near his 

waistband. 

The essential point is that deci~ions to use deadly force are 

based upon subjective, not objective, evaluations of degree of risk. 

And the evaluation by a given officer in a given context is a function 

of the officer as well as external circt~tances. 

2. The control of options. Another factor that determines the 

'risk of an armed confrontation or a shooting is the degree of control 

which an officer possesses (or feels he possesses) in the encounter. 

In some encounters an opponent's behavior may be so unpr~dictable as to 

make the officer feel that nothing he might do would have any impact 

on the opponent. Two officers, for example, found an insane man in a 

motel room who had just killed his sister and was apparently cannibal

izing her. On being confronted by the officers and being told to remain 

still, the man persisted in moving towards a back room, where police 

officers believed there was a loaded weapon. In another situation, a 

police officer working as a hospital security guard was called to an 
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emergency room, where a man was repeatedly stabbing his brother. Despite 

the repeated commands of the officers, the young man repeatedly stabbed 

at the brother, never even acknowledging the presence of the officer. 

Other aspects of perceived control relate to the actual options of the 

police officer himself. In some confrontations, where cover is available, 

the officer may at any point choose either to fire or not fire at an .. 
opponent without risking his immediate physical safety. In other circum-

stances wher~ there is no cover available, the possibility of retreat or 

even holding fire may be virtually impossible. Consider, for example, the 

following description of an incident by an officer: 

I walked up to this guy to arrest him, but before I got 

there he turns and sees me and suddenly starts to draw. 

Luckily his gun caught on his coat pocket. I had no 

choice; n9 cover or nothing. If I was somewhere else 

I might have waited. 

. 
In such incidents, the officer possesses few options other than to fire. 

Protection, cover, dialogue, backup support and even flight are all 

implausible (if not impossible) options., 

Time-frame and Officer Preparation 

Another factor affecting risk in encounters lies in the degree of 

preparation available to the officer and time-frame of the encounter. 

Armed confrontations last from many minutes (or even hours) to a few 
• 

seconds. A description of a rather long (roughly six-minute) ar.ced 

confrontation fellows: 

I was on patrol with Officer S. We were advised, by radio, 

to assist with a stolen motorhome involving a 24SB [assault 

on a police officer]; the ~otorhome,was involved in nucerous 
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accidents. The assault clearly was intentional. Approximately 

one minute later we saw suspects approaching on the median 

divider which is 12 to 15 feet wide. \~e started gaining speed 

to follow the pursuit. The motorhome was riding approxitlately 

six inches from the fence. The suspects were approaching at 

70 mph. We hl';ard what appeared to be· gunfire at this time 

[later investigation proved that these shots came from Los 

Angeles deputy sheriffs]. Two sheriff's deputies were in 

fron t of us in the pursui t. We ~!cre in the third car. Traffic 

seemed to slow. Suspect was weaving between the number one 

and number three lanes. As he went through the lanes he 

intentionally rammed several cars. ~~en all three lanes 

became blocked he returned to the median divider lane and 

plowed through several cars on either side. We continued in 

this fashion going between the number one and number three 

lanes. The suspect at this time proceeded to ram citizens' 

cars. There ware numerous traffic crashes: approximately 37 

collisions in four and a half miles. Soon one of the deputies 

irl front of us got blocked in a slow lane. The other sheriff's 

deputies' car attempted to get on his side. He iamadiately 

was rammed and forced to slam on brakes and was knocked onto 

the dirt on the side of the road. We then found ourselves as 

the lead car directly behind the suspects. 

We went directly behind the suspects' car, going wherever 

he went. At this point we began to talk aeong ourselves. 

"Watch out for this car, watch out for that: one, oh, he hit 

another." At this point I suggested to Officer S. that we 
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shoot out the tires. We observed one tire shred and flattened 

but as this was a dual tire on the back, it hardly mattered. 

Then we saw the motorhome ram a Honda Civic and literally 

demolish it. At this point we began discussing the possibility 

that the suspect was about to kill someone. We had seen 

numerous accidents and there was no way to terminate pursuit • .. 
After seeing the Honda demolished we saw him sideswipe another 

car and literally knock it into the dirt. At this point we 

contemplated shooting the driver. Officer S. ~aid that he had 

been thinking about that and said it was necessary ••• I said 

he's going to kill someone or already has. We thought of 

sideswiping him but didn't have the angle or power, even 

though we had a large Dodge, to knock him off the freeway. 

Officer S. agreed. Officer S. leaned out of the car. with the 

shotgun, leveling it on his leg. The suspect drew back. I 

was watching his hands. He leaned forward and shifted his 

hands as if he was going to sideswipe us. At this point 

Officer S. fired one shotgun round, our only round left, 

striking the suspect in the head ••• 

These two officers faced perhaps an unusual decision in that there 

was considerable time to decide (and even discuss) whether shooting the 

driver of the R.V. was jlfstified. At several points during the pursuit 

the officers made conscious decisions, first, to continue the pursuit; 

they then made the decision to shoot at the car; finally a decision was 

made to shoot the driver. Host police shootings in contrast, occur 

during much shor~er confrontations in ~hich the time between first 

encountering the suspect and the decision to shoot cay be less than a 

• 1 __________ _ 
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minute, perhaps only a few seconds, involving inevitably fewer identifiable 

decision points. In such situations, decision-making is far less deliberate. 

In this type of confrontation, the decision to shoot at times becomes an 

almost reflexive response to a set of immediate circumstances. In a 

cecent incident of this type, a police officer shot a man who suddenly pulled 

a shotgun from under his raincoat. The total time which e1apsea from the 

officer encountering this citizen to his death was calculated at less than 

15 seconds. One of the officers involved in the incident describes it as 

follows: 

We were coming in in August, a few summers ago. It was right 

after we had had dinner in Mike's diner. All of a sudden my 

partner sees this guy with gloves, a trench coat and a hat on, 

in August. Hy partner was coming in to call his wife, who was 

sick to find out what 'Was wrong and we were talking about 

that. All of a sudden he walks to~ards us and we see something 

sticking out of his coat. Hy partner says "he's got a ~hotgun." 

First, I dove out of the car. He bailed out the driv~r's side. 

I fired six shots. So did my partner. Later we pulled the 

shotgun away from the guy. He had spasms; bled from the mouth; 

and finally died. He hit him just as he stepped in front of 

us. He never got to point his gun. It was .00 buckshot. It 

turned out the guy was a murderer who had escaped from Rahway 

[prison). He didn't want to go back alone, I guess. He could 

have killed us, killed us in less than six seconds. That's 

what the whole thing took, six seconds. 

The differences in the two incidents are, of course enormous. In the 

first incident, the decision to shoot was deliberate, rationally justified 
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prior to the action, and made with the support of another officer (his partner)'. 

It was a relatively long armed confrontation, although it lasted only 

six minutes. The officers were able to consider their options, their 

alternative actions, and the consequences to those alternatives prior to 

firing the fatal shot. In the second armed confrontation the officers' 

behavior was almost reflexive; as the officer noted, the whole incident .. 
lasted perhaps less than six seconds from the moment they spotted the 

armed man to his death; the actual time-frame between the officer deciding 

to shoot and actually firing may have been less than two ,seconds. 

Opponents and Risk 

The type of opponent may be said to affect directly the degree of 

hazard and control faced by the police officer in an encountp~. Research 

by Fyfe, 1977; Milton, 1978; and Sherman, 1980 indicates that opponents in 

police armed confrontations are overwhelmingly male, young (aged 16-25) and 

l,lack. Huch has been made of the "over representation I, of blacks as victims . 
of police homicide (e.g., Tagaki, 1971; Y~oohuizen et al., 1972 and Kobler, 

1975). However, others have demonstrated (see Fyfe, 1977 and Harding and 

Fahey, 1973) that the number of black v.ictims is roughly equal to the 

overall racial breakdown of persons arrested for violent felonies. For 

example, Harding and Fahey (1973) found that blacks accounted for roughly 

70% of the police homicide victims and 74% of violent arrests. 

Buried within these,aggregate racial and age statistics are some surpris

ing variations in the' types of opponents with \o.'hom police are likely to becoce 

involved in an armed confrontation. Horeover, different t)'pes of opponents 

will behave quite differently in the confrontation. Three t)~es of opponents 

present unusual characteristics and are worth special attention: 

... Instrumental Opponents 

One type of opponent is , ... hat t:light be called the instrumental 
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criminal who engages in a shooting exchange or ~hysical conflict as 

a desperate means of escape. One such criminal was described as follows 

by a police officer: 

Well he was up for murder; he was going to do 99 years 

if we caught him. I guess he thought that if he shot us 

he wouldn't add much to his time. 

Another officer sLllilarly described a professional "cat burglar 11 who 

assaulted the officer in his effort to (ascape; IIHell, he figured by knocking 

me over, he would avoid doing time." A narcotics dealer who was wounded 

by a narcotics officer was described as follows: 

It was a narco investigation. We had set it up for three 

weeks. We had a couple of sales on him. My partner went up 

for the final buy and we bashed in the door. We yelled 

police, but hew~nt into his room, where we knew he had a 

gun. I guess he wanted to shoot his way out. He reaches 

for his gun in a closet. He hought he could hit the window 

and get out but didn't make it. 

Instrumental opponents are, paradoxically, frequently preferred by 

police officers as opponents in armed ccn.frontations. One police officer 

said, "They do their thing, we do ours. A professional criminal will 

shoot to get away but usually will not try to kill you." Another officer 

suggested, "Look, that guy just wants to be another black kid in sneakers. 

He is shooting, not to kill you but to eSl-:ape. He \-1on' t try to kill you 

unless that's the only way out for him." A deputy sheriff similarly 

suggested, lIIf all he wants to do is get out of there, he is less likely 

to do something stupid. He is shooting to distract or stop you. He 
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may kill you, but that ' s not t;he main thing he is trying to do. H Another 

officer commented regarding the instrumental opponent, "Look, its a big 

game out here. You try to get them. They try to get away. Shooting 

is jus t a part of the game--except it 1 S when people get hurt. 11 

Often instrumental criminals are perceived as being emotionally calm, 

almost bu~iness-like during the confrontation. One armed robber was described 

as "cool, almost like we had just a bit distracted him by busting in." 

Another escaped murderer reportedly smiled and waved at the police officer 

as he escaped over an alley fence. Another professional,cat burglar was 

described as Hicy cool. Like I caught him at work. II At times, however, 

strong emotions reveal themselves in even the most hardened of professional 

criminals. An officer described killing an already wounded professional 

gunman with a sawed-off shotgun: 

I saw him running from the bar. He was hit with several shots 

and fell down. My partner, .•.• said, "X. [the officer], kill the 

motherfucker, he 1 s got a sawed-off shot gun. 11 I didn 1 t really 

see the gun. I shot as he wiggled the gun up and down at me. 

A burst of air comes out of the body ... He lay there, it seemed 

like a minute. I will always remember his expression. I guess 

he didn ' t want to go alone. 

2. The Apparently Insane 

A different type of, opponent may be found in persons who are either 

temporarily or ~ctuaily deranged (due to psychosis, drugs, or alcohol). 

The shooting of a biochemist, named Burkholder, provides a vivid ~:a.n1ple 

of such a confrontation with an insane person. 

[The officer, Sergeant Barz] was driving northbound on 

Hoover when he observ~d a ~le person ~~thout clothes j~ing 

up and down in the i.·Liddle of London Street close to Hoover ... 
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Barz reported on the radio that the man was also psycho 

and requested code 2 (without delay) assistance .•. Barz 

stated that at about the same time' as he had made his second 

broadcast the n~n came off the signpost [upon which he had 

been swinging], ran towards the police vehicle and started 

banging on the right front passenger window and door of the 

car with his hands and fists • 

••• Barz concluded the man was not an exhibitionist, he 

believed he was "high on something or psycho or something 

like that." For this reason, Barz "tried to be cool" and 

asked the man what was going on or words to that effect so 

as not to antagonize him. 

The man advanced towards Barz making "kind of chopping

type motions" with both hands, the arms held out horizon

tally. The naked man stated, "I know Kung Fu" a couple of 

times. 

Barz stepped back as the man kept advancing towards him. 

After stepping back four feet or so Barz decided to hit him 

with the baton to try and knock him down or injure his arm ••• 

The man grabbed the baton with both hands... J:;,ey wrestled 

over the baton ••• Barz realized he could not take the baton 

away from the man, "He was just too strong." All he could do 

was hang on to the baton, cland all during this time I saw his 

eyes and they were just totally psychopathic ty"pe eyes, you 

know" ••• 

After another ten seconds of wrestling for the baton, 

Barz decided it was best to let go and step back ... The man 
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had Barz' baton in hand when Barz took his gun out. They 

were at that time perhaps eight to ten feet apa~t. 

Barz assUIIled a t~vo-handed combat stance and told the 

man, "S top or I'll shoot." The man said, "I don't c.are" or 

something to that effect and raised the baton over his shoul

der. When the man tlu:ew the baton at Barz, Bart dodged and 

it missed by about three or four feet ••. 

Barz backed up, put his gun away and backed toward the 

police car, keeping an eye on the man. The man followed him 

with his slashing and chopping-type arm motions ••• 

.•. When Barz reached the right rear of the police car, 

having almost made a complete circle, the man stopped at the 

front door of the passenger side, turned and ran off and was 

kind of jumping up and down in the middle of the street. Barz 

said to himself, "Thank God, he's gone." •.. 

All during this time Barz was wa.s waiting and' hoping for 

a unit to get there. 

The man returned to Barz. t{be':l he got to within about 

fifteen feet he started "going through these Kung Fu motions 

again with his right hand and left hand. II Barz backed up ... 

... Barz took his gun out; the man continued to advance 

toward him. ~arz held the gun to his side pointing it at 

the man and told him to stop. The pan continued to advanc.e. 

He struck at Barz. Barz partially evaded the blow so that he 

was hit by the man's ~~tended forefingers on his left shoulder. 

This caused Barz to st\~ble. At the same time the man grabbed 

for the barrel of his gun. Barz, feeling himself to be 
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falling and believing that his gun would be taken away from 

him and used against him fired as fast as he could until he 

heard the click of an empty gun. 

Often confrontations with insane persons are the result of unprovoked 

attacks aimed at either the police officer or other citizen. The un

predictability of such confrontations is a common theme. One officer, 

for example, told of a man who was talking quietly to his partner when 

"suddenly the man started grabbing a beer bottle and started swinging 

it;lt both of us ." One officer similarly described a situation involving 

a female as follows: "I was walking home from the convenience store and 

see this woman throwing Lysol at this other lady, again and again. I 

yelled, police, but she didn't hear me. Finally she sees me and fires 

a .22 at me." Another man described a case (which resulted in a fatal 

shooting) where, "I was on hospital duty and this guy ~omes in and 

starts stabbing his ,brother in front of us with a machete. He stabbed 

him 26 times. He was so gone he didn't even care if I was there." At 

times, the intended victim of the deranged opponent may be the person 

'himself: 

At this time the deputy, who had previously identified 

himself and who was in uniform, ordered the vict~ to take 

his hands off the gun which was resting on the table, and 

to place them above his head. The victim replied that he 

would not, that the deputies would have to shoot him, and 

that he wanted to die. During this time the apartment house 

manager was directly behind the deputy. The deputy, on at 

least two occasions, clearly ordered the victim to take his 

hands off the gun and to place them above his head. The 
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victim then pivoted towa.rd the deputy and cocked the revolver. 

Fearing for his own safety as well as that of the apartment 

manager, the deputy fired two shots at the victim. 

Alcohol ~nd drugs of course contribute heavily to the behavior of 

a large number of apparently bizarre opponents in ar.med confrontations. 

One reported "barroom" armed confrontation is illustrative of a surprising .. 
number of "off-duty" shootings (Fyfe and Milton suggest such shootings 

may comprise up to 20% of the total of shooting incidents) in which both 

the police officer and the citizen have been drinking. 

I was in a bar drinking and discussing national financial 

policy (of all things) with a friend. I was talking about 

the Big Board, when all of a sudden this guy comes over to 

me and says in a loud voice, "WHO ARE YOU CALLING BOY?" 

Everyone in this bar knows I'm a cop. I identified myself as 

a police officer and this guy yells out to everyone, "WELt, 

YOU GOT YOUR :HOTHERFUCKING GUN, SO I'LL GET NINE, TOO." 

While the officer was able to disarm the man with only a warning shot in~o 

the ground, the incident illustrates the type of alcohol-related behavior 

which frequently contributes to an ar.med confrontation. 

Such bizarre, unpredictable opponents are clearly not the opponents 

of choice for most police officers. One officer said, "Give me a good old 

bank robber anytime. At.least you know what to expect." Anotc-er seasoned 

veteran exclaimed, "A'nice church-going wacko can kill you much faster than 

a guy you know is a criminal. You will take chances with a crazy person 

you never would with a guy you kno,v is a criminal." Another com:nent was 

offered by an officer who killed an insane man who had attacked his partner, 

" ..• it was like nothing we said or did mattered. He was in his orbit and the 

only way we could get him off it was to shoot him." 
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3. Juveniles 

Another type of opponent, the juvenile, poses a unique hazard to 

the police officers: both psychological and legal. Such opponents are 

of special interest as earlier studies suggest that more than 40% of all 

armed opponents may be under the age of 20 (Fyfe, 1977; Milton et al., 

1973). And juveniles may be uniquely unpredictable. One officer found 

himself, for example, being charged at by a huge stolen truck being' drivetl 

by a l3-year-old. 4nother officer who was able to disarm a l4-year-old boy 

who had just shot two of his classmates in a junior high school described 

the incident as follows: 

We got the man-with-a-gun call at a junior high school. 

There was a huge crowd in front of the school. We heard 

about five shots as we rode up the street. All of a sudden 

this tiny kid, must have been only 141 comes out and just 

stands there swinging the gun. We told him to drop it; 

finally he does. I didn't give a fuck if he was a juvenile. 

He could have killed me just as fast with that .38 if he ~as 

10 or 110. When he got in the car he was real surly like, 

giving us all kind of shit, like he said, "if there wasn't 

two of you ILe., officers] I'd have tried itl" 

Other problems develop from the legal status of the juvenile. In 

many states officers are forbidden from shooting at persons who could 

reasonably be believed to be juveniles, ~~cept in the most dire of 

circumstances. One officer, for example, when he realized that he had 

almost killed a 13-year-old boy commented, "It ~'as like I understood the 

implications of my job. That I almost killed a chil.d. u 

At times juvenile "mischief," adolescent energy and officer mis?ercep

tions will result in 'shots being fired. The newspaper clipping below 



'M. 

M' ~ . 
... -. ::.: . 

. 
, . 

-.... . 
!'": ... 

o 
MO 

... ... ... 

... 
' .. 

'0 .. 
.. . 

32 

illustrates the reaction to the shooting of a l5-yeat'-old boy who jumped 

into a house being guarded by Los Angeles police officers who were protecting 

a witness in a murder trial and tragically shot the young boy. 

It was an apparent case of simple mischievousness which 

led to the shooting of 15-year-old Carlos Washington, a Ninth 

-grade quarterback on the Van Nuys Junior High School football 

team. 

According to the family's attorney, Myrna Grayson, 

Washington and two friends, aged 13 and 14, wanted to partici-

pate in "Wednesday Night on Van Nuys Boulevard, I' a night when 

Valley teen-agers "cruise" up and down the h~art of Van Nuys. 

Mrs. Grayson said the boys had no car of th~~ir own so 

were IIsneaking" a car which Mrs. Grayson said she confirmed as 

belonging to one of the boy's parents. 

The three youths were pushing. the car out of the parking 

lot of an apartment complex where one of them lived 1 ~vhen 

police spotted them • 

"The boys got scared and started to run," said Hrs. Grayson, 

The shooting soon followed. 

When asked why the boys ran, ~~ashington' s uncle, Eugene 

Singleton replied, "What would you do if you had just done 

something misc.hievous, and you're 13, 14 and 15 years old?" 

liThe family would like to know why deadly force was used 

against a 15-year old boy who had done nothing. They can't 

understand it, and neither can I," said Mrs. Qrayson. 

Reached at Sherman Oaks Community Hospital, where 

~~ashington remai.ned in critical condition, the boy's 
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distraught stepfather, Thomas Singleton, said the incident 

"definitely could have been avoided." 

Juvenile opponents pose unique hazards to the police officer in both 

type of expressive actions in which adolescents will engage, and in the 

consequences to the officers who shoot and hit virtually any juvenile 

opponent. Adolescents will take risks, such as trying to outrun'a police 

blockade, or attempt to shoot at police officers in situations where only 

the most desperate (or deranged) adults would act similarly. For the 

adolescent, such actions may be caused less from malice than adolescent 

energy-expressing actions; truly dangerous especially when viewed in the 

context of an armed and dangerous ghetto. Thus, officers typically 

will fear armed confrontations with juveniles, both because of the 

unpredictability of the juvenile's behavior and because of the emotional, 

administrative and political consequences should a police officer shoot 

and hit an adolescent opponent inappropriat~ly. 

While the above ~~amples present exaggerated pictures of the role 

of the opponent in determining the risk of armed confrontation or actual 

• shooting, it is clear that risk varies, though perhaps more finely, over 

'other types of oppon~nts. And as important as the actual characteristics 

of opponent& -- irrational behaVior, weapons carried, impulsivity, etc. 

are the beliefs of the officer regarding the opponent. And the beliefs 

may be based upon statistical extrapolation from previous history or upon 

folklore. 

Thus, such belief systems as "crazy Puerto Ricans ~'i11 cut you," 

or "Italian robbers carry guns," become impo.rtant determiners (jf risk, 

independent of the reality of the statement. In this sense the attributions 

of risk (in the mind of the police officer) become wl1at Robert Merton 
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called a self-fulfilling prophecy: a violent expectation on the part 

of the officer produces a general aura of danger which motivates the 

opponent toward violence. 

Assignments 

The time and preparation and degree of control an officer is able 

to exert to resolve an armed confrontation is related to the type of .. 
assignment which brings him into contact with his opponent in the armed 

confrontation. In presenting this perspective we will discuss the 

unique dynamics of off-duty, police action, dispatched, and planned 

apprehension armed confrontations. 

1. Off-Duty Armed Confrontation,2. 

Police officers commonly believe that the most unpredictable type 

of incident occurs in off-duty encounters. Often the officer is 

psychologically unprepared for an armed confrontation. The officer may 

be tired; have had a drink; be with children, girlfriend or wife; and, 

generally, be in a leisurely rather than alert mood when the opponent is 

encountered • 

An extreme example of the psychological and tactical hazards of 

off-duty armed confrontations is found in the case below of an officer 

who engaged in a store parking lot gun battle with two armed robbers. The 

incident resulted in the death of the officer's three-year-old daughter. 

On SaturQay, Nov~ber, 1979, at approximately 7 p.m., 

Los Angeles County Reserve Deputy Sheriff Gerald Douglas 

Slagle, acccmpanied by his daughter, Jennifer Slagle, age 

three, arrived at the Safe\o.'ay Harket in La Crescenta. This 

large supermarket is situated on the northwest corner lot 

located at Foothill Boulevard and Pennsylvania Avenue, La 

Crescenta. 
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Slagle intended to do some grocery shopping. He was not 

working as a Reserve Deputy Sheriff at the time, He was, 

however, armed with a .38 caliber weapon issued to h:,l,m by the 

Sher:i£f's Department. 

Prior to entering the market, Slagle and Jennifer stop

ped at the mechanized pony ride located just outside the 

market, n,ext to the west entry and exit doors of the market. 

As Slagle started to lift Jennifer from the pony, he 

noticed two male individuals pushing an empty shopping cart 

past the east entry door towards his position.' Slagle moved 

forward as the men walked past~him. The two men entered the 

market through the west door with Slagle and Jennifer follow

ing them into the market. Slagle saw one of the individuals 

pull a ski mask over his face and pullout a blue steel re

volver. The other individual pulled out a weapon described 

by witnesses as either a sawed-off shotgun or a rifle. 

Following this, the two robbers came out of the west 

door together and walked towards Slagle's position. Slagle 

had Jennifer dvwn on the ground near the right wheel of the 

vehicle Slagle was using for cover. 

Slagle had his service revolver pointed across the trunk 

of the vehicle in a westerly direction. Slagle yelled to the 

two robbers, "Police, freeze!" The individual holding the 

~eapon des.cribed as the shotgun or rifle yelled back, "Don't 

do it, don't do itlll This person is Hanuel Castillo Perez. 

He is currently awaiting trial in Superior Court, Case No. 

587995, charged with violations of Penal Code sections 187 
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and 211 in connection with. his alleged participation in the 

robbery of the Sa£eway market and the fatal wounding of Jennifer 

Slagle. 

Neither Perez nor his companion complied with Slagle's 

order. Perez, it is believed, pointed his weapon at Slagle 

a~d' fired one round. Slag~e ;!..mmediate1y fired two rounds at 

Perez. One of Slagle's rounds, it is believed steuck Perez, 

but Perez continued walking eastbound in the parking lot. 

His companion then separated from Perez and this,person moved 

back to the front of the store and proceeded eastbound along 

the Sidewalk, ultimately arriving at a getaway car parked in 

an alley located north of the market. 

In the meantime~ Perez had moved to a position almost 

directly south of Slagle's position. This put Slagle and 

Jennifer in a direct line of fire from Perez's weapon without 

benefit of the protection of cover. Slagle fired two more 

times at Perez. At this moment, Slagle became aware that 

Jennifer was standing up to the left of his field of gunfire. 

He yelled, "Jenny, get down! II Slagle glanced again at Jennifer 

and saw she was now down on the ground bleeding from a wound 

to her head. Slagle, believing his daughter was dead, stood 

up in disregard for his own safety and looked for Perez • . 
He saw Perez 'at the front of the store. Slagle fired his 

t'~o last rounds at Perez, missing him, both rounds hitting 

the concrete e.."'Cterior porti.on of the front or the market. 

Jennifer Slagle was taken to an emergency room at Verdugo 

Hills Hospital where a Qedica1 team attempted unsuccessfully 

~- ~-- ~- ~--~----' 
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to save her life. Jennifer died at 7:53 p.m. The cause' of 

death was a gunshot wound to the head. 

In an equaL1.y tragic incident an officer, who was out on the town 

with friends, found himself acosted by a man with a gun who robbed the 

officer and his family and began fondling the breasts or the officer's 

wife. When the man threatened to "take this broad with him," the officer 

drew and fired his weapon. He missed the opponent but accidentally 

killed his wife. This incident (as the one involving the death of the 

young child) dramatizes the often tragic results associated with off-duty 

armed confrontations. 

At times off-duty police officers become involved in an armed confronta

tion when the officer's home or that of a companion is invaded by a criminal. 

An example of such a confrontation is found below: 

In the early morning hours of April 19, 1978, Deputy 

Tallague was off-duty and asleep with Mard.a Martinez at her 

apartment when he was awakened by Ms. Martinez. They both 

observed an intruder inside the apartment. 

The intruder unlocked and exited t~e front door. Deputy 

Tallagua immediately went into the front room and retri'eved 

his weapon. At this time, he heard noises on the balcony out

side the apartment and saw that the front door was moving open 

and closed. Deputy Tallagua then went to the front door and 

as he attempted to open it, Mr. De La Torre was pushing the 

door open. w~en the door was opened, Deputy Tallagua ~aw 

De La Torre with a shinv object in his hand. Before Deputy 

Tallagua could say anything, }rr. De La Torre jumped or moved 

quickly toward him and Tallagua fired twice. 
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Hr. De La Torre then groaned and ran from the apartment. 

Deputy Tallagua followed yelling for him to halt and that he 

was a sheriff. Deputy Tallagua f~.red ::mother round at him 

which missed. When on the street outside, 1tr. De La Torre 

collapsed and later died. 

Another off-duty officer, subjected to a robbery attempt, deseribed -
his response as follows: 

I was really tired. I had gone to get a newspaper. I. 

really wasn I t expecting anything but. this guy comes at me from 

nowhere and says, "give it IJp," and grabs my wallet. I was 

almost totally unprepared. I \~asn' t even thinking in police 

terms at th,!l.t mtnnent. When he ran I turned and shot him. 

Off-duty shootings are especially risky in terms of the rapidity with 

which the encounter occurs and the lack of partner backup support as well 

as the lack of Rsychological preparation on the part of the officer. It 
• 

also should be pointed out that officers who are in other than street 

assignments (such as office or communications work) may find themselves 

in a confrontation with their "street refle:-:es" dulled. One example was 

described to us by a police staff aide as follows: 

I am coming to \o1ork. I see this guy eyeing these two 

young girls stuck in traffic. I jump out of the car and 

yell, "Freeze,. don It .move. I, The guy looks at me and sees 

my coat buttoned and realizes I can't get to it. He just 

runs. That never would have happened if I was da~t-after-day 

on the street. 

Another off-duty officer (a communications-computer speci3l1st) chased 

a group of robbers (six of thee) following a bank stick-up; pointed his gun 

at the robbers and pulled the trigger onl)' to find the gun \o:G.S not. ~,t:: ~'\~.~ 
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2. Police Actions 

Similar in some ways to off-duty shootings are shootings which 

might be called personal assignments; these are actions that are initiated 

by officers who see suspicious actions or persons and become involved. 

Characteristic of armed confrontations of this type are poor support, 

a rapid time-frame and lack of preparation and information. The facts that 

precipitate officer action in such incidents may be highly ambiguous and 

even confusing. Often in personal actions the confrontation occurs rapidly 

and with sudden surprisc::o the plainclothes vice officer::;, as in the 

rapidly occurring confrontation described below. 

On Saturday, March 17, 1979 at 12:20 a.m., Hollenbeck 

Division plainclothes Vice Officer S. Nares (#14570) and 

Reserve Officer E.G. Ramirez (#R0608), entered Irma's Res

taurant at 4626 Huntington Drive South, E1 Sereno. A third 

Officer J. Munguia (#17392) remained out of view of the 

restaurant in a police vehicle. Irma's Restaurant is a small 

beer bar patronized primarily by blue-collar Latins. Both 

officers are of Latin descent and were dressed so as to blend 

in with the bar's regular patrons. 

At approxima tely 12: 25 a. m., Ebelio Noreno, the 

decedent, and another man became involved in a dispute over 

a pool game. Both of these men were strangers to the bar. 

As the argument became more heated, Ranulfo Delgadillo, a 

regular patron and friend of the bar oanager, intervened 

ordering the two strangers out Qf the bar. At this point 

the argument grew somewhat oore heated and }tt. Delgadillo, 
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who is crippled and walks with a cane, was si,;ruck in t1":e 

leg with a pool cue. Mr. Delgadillo then drew a .25 calib~~ 

semi-automatic pisto1 from his pocket and, in an effort to 

quell the now escalating argument, fired one round into the 

floor of the restaurant. When the shot was fired, Mr. Moreno 

and the person with whom he was arguing fled out the door of .. 
the restaurant. Mr. Delgadillo also approached the door of 

the restau"::'ant, possibly following the t~vo other individuals. 

When Mr. Delgadillo, still holding his pistol, .. got to the 

door of the restaurant, he was grabbed by Mr. Moreno and 

dragged outside the restaurant 10 or 1J feet from the door 

where he wa,1 thrown to the ground. At that point Mr. Moreno 

took the pistol away from Mr. Delgadillo and pointed it at 

Delgadillo as he lay on the cement outside the restaurant. 

As this series of events rapi~1y unfolded, the two plain-

clothes officers i1.1Side the restaurant drew their weapons and 

followed the trio outside. Officer Ramirez ran out the door 

and took up a position behind a vehicle parked approximately 

10 feet fram the door of the restaurant. Officer Nares drew 

his weapon and took pOSition just inside the doorway of the 

restaurant. The two officers identified themselves as Los 

Angeles Police. Officers and, speaking in Spanish, ordered 

Moreno to drop the weapon. 

At this point Moreno was standing over the prostrate 

Dflgadillo pointing the weapon at Delgadillo. Instead of 

dropping the weapon as ordered to do by the officers, ~·Ir. 

Moreno looked up at the officers and pointed his weapon 
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toward Officer Ramirez. Officer Nares, believing Moreno was 

about to shoot Officer Ramirez, fired one round from his 

service revolver striking ~rr. Moreno in the head. Mr. Moreno 

was taken by ambulance to Los Angeles County-USC Medical 

Center where he died at 3:50 a.m. His unidentified companion 

fled the scene and was never found. 

At ti.mes police actions are initiated because the officel: recdgnizes an 

armed and potentially dangerous person. Such reactive encounters are likely 

to provoke irrational behavior on the part of the opponent (often extremely 

dangerous persons): 

We stopped by the projects and see a guy holding a 

blanket (it turned out to be his girlfriend's kid). 've re

cognized the guy as this man who is wanted for all kinds of 

stickups. We go over to him and won't let us hold the kid. 

He gets more and more agitated and finally just runs ir1to 

the project with us holding the baby. fired as he ---
was going up the stairs. He died immediately. It was a 

panic thinJ on his part that got him killed. He just ~idn't 

expect anything at that point. 

In other police actions, the officer may have very limited knowledge 

of the facts of a particular incident. One officer observed, for ~ple: 

•.• that on the streets you have to act fast often before 

you really know what's happening. If a woman screams, is it 

really a rape or is it just a lovers' thing? Lots of tiDes 

you run in and she is delighted with him, but maybe just t:la.d 

because he stepped out on her. Let's say you end up shooting 

the guy and it's no rape, what the fuck do you do then? 
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Police actions are, thus, often initiated by the most circumstantial 

of fac~s. For example, consider the officers' descriptions of the 

precipitating events which involved each of them in a use of deadly force: 

I was standing there on the corner with Nick and this 

guy comes up to another guy and stabs him with a machete--

right through his heart • .. 

I was coming into the station when I see this guy running 

away from X with a gun in his hand. 

! drove by my mother's house, while on patrol, and see 

this guy unloading three shotguns from his trunk. 

! was driving in the ______ area when I see this pair 

of women's legs sticking out of a doorway. 

We passed Gino's Restaurant and I said to my partner, 

let's wa~e to Kathy, the waitress, and all of a sudden I see 

Kathy waving to us like there's trouble. 

I'm driving to headquarters and I see this guy climbing 

up the wall of , the hotel. 

Obviously such incidents, while occurring in the context of police 

duty, provide little information to base sound tactical planning. 

Further, such incidents usually are of such immediate importance that 

delc;l.), while a~aiting backup is very nearly impossible. Thus, amed con-

frontations evolving from police action~ lack the coordination and 
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planning that marks confrontations evolving from dispatched assignments 

or "planned apprehensions." 

3. Dispatched Assignments 

A different type of incident is found in incidents in which officers 

are on-duty and have at least some information about the incident prior 

to entering an armed confrontation. Typically, an incident will o'ccur 

(e.g., an armed robbery) which is reported to the police. Officers 

approach the scene knowing, at least in general, the type of incident 

they will encounter. One policeman, for example, observed: 

It's like at least you got something. You got the type 

of offense; based on this you know your options. If you are 

responding to an armed robbery, you know that there are cer

tain ways that you can respond. Things you couldn't do in a 

petty theft. 

Another man similarly commented: 

Also you get your head into the incident. On the way to 

the situation you assess the information you have, the location 

of the call, what's been happening in the area. It helps you 

to mentally cope with the particular job at hand. 

In such dispatched confrontations, officers have several advantages 

not present in off-duty shootings. First, they typically have an element 

of surprise in approaching an in-progress event. In many, but not all, 

dispatched encounters it is possible to call for backup support should 

the need arise. Also, as they are on duty, they come psychologically 

prepared to face an armed person. They are additionally often able to 

obtain position or cover prior to physically approaching the suspects. 

They have the benefits of teamwork, often a partner, radio co~unication 



\ 44 

and possibly backup. Finally, they have some information regarding the 

opponents and incident prior to the actual confrontation. 

This advantage in a dispatched armed confrontation is greatest in 

encounters where the initial information given the officer accurately alerts 

the officer to the danger he will face. Often, this information allows 

the officer to take effective cover and to coordinate his efforts with a .. 
fellow officer: 

We got a call that there was a 211 [armed robbery] in 

progress in a tavern. I told my backup car to, park and then 

circle in the back. I went right up to the door and waited. 

When this guy walks out of the door he raises his hand with 

a bag in it without me saying nothing. It was easy. 

Another officer described a dispatch rape encounter which resulted 

in a similarly effectively executed apprehension. 

We get a call that there is a rape in progress in the 

East and the man is supposed to have an automatic and he is 

Spanish-speaking. I see the guy and approach the car with my 

gun drawn. The guy did something strange. He threw keys and 

gun out of car and rolled up window so we just sat there 

wP,.:i.t.ing for help. 

Other advantages that are associated with dispatched encounters 

include the time avai1ab~e to the officer immediately prior to entry on 

the scene. During one confrontation with a group of armed robbers (of 

a tavern) sitting in a car on a residential streeb, the following conversa-

tion was overheard by one of us between two ~erienced tactical officers. 

Officer A - ~~at's the street look like? 
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Officer B - Trees on both sides. A guy once looked on me through 

the alley. Lots of back alleys. 

Officer A - Who lIves there? 

Officer B - Mostly working people; some shitum [crooks]. 

Officer A - How you want to do 'em? 

Officer B - Tell George to come up on Seventh in case they see 

us and drive off. 

Officer A - Sounds good. [Calls on radio to second car] 

How about if we drive by 'em once to make 'em 

think we're not interested in them then U-turn 

and come back. 

Officer B - Let's do them. 

The apprehension (of two men, both armed with guns) was made without 

incident. Another advantage in dispatched armed confrontations is the 

selection of position to minimize risk to other citizens (for example, to 

avoid shooting into an occupied house); also it is often possible to 

secure additional information on either the location or even victim (e.g., 

"Dispatcher, what is the name of the owner of the store involved in that 

~obbery?"); finally there exists the possibility of disengaging from the 

confrontation if the risk factors appear too high in a particular encounter-

for example, when a single police officer faces several armed persons at 

once ("We better back off. Call for S.W.A.T."). 

4. Planned Apprehensions 

A final assignment context in which armed confrontations take place 

is that in which police seek to apprehend an armed and dangerous felon. 

Some apprehensions are aimed at particular persons, as in a raid. Others 

are aimed at an unknown suspect such asa decoy operation in which the 
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police officer will pose as a "victim" of the opponent. One offic~r 

described such a decoy operation as follows: 

He were in this oil truck tl7aiting for it to get robbed 

when finaJ.1y this guy comes up and points a gun at Tom. 

There had been a series of robberies on the oil truck, so I 

~ust hid in the back of the truck. I was just waiting. This 

guy comes up to the truck and sticks a gun in Tom's face, just 

l~,ke we planned. I yelled for him to "drop it," and he just 

put his hands up, just like that. 

Accurate information is a crucial element in a planned apprehension. 

During an observation of a Newark Police tactical unit (Target R.D.) the 

fo11ot"ing notes were transcribed from a successful raid on a large 

drug dealing operation which resulted in the arrest of several persons, 

and the confiscation of large quantities of drugs and two loaded pistols: 

11:00 

11:30 

Snitch comes in car and bells O.W. about large

scale drug sale in apartment house on Orange Ave. 

~~~lains that he is going to grand jury and wants 

W. to ~elp him. Draws map of house. Eh~lains where 

gun is; how to get in the house through locked door; 

"Knock to get in like this. It's a Nuslim knock. 

Two taps real quick." 

Four'cars meet under bridge. Sergeant goes through 

plan three times. "Paul [a black officer) will make 

the buy with Tommie backing up. Pete will hit 

Apartment 8; George the one on the left. To~ie the 

one on the righ~. Eddie will cover the back of the 

house. 



11:45 

12:00 

12:15 

12:45 

1:00 a.m. 
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The buy is made. We all meet again in the parking 

lot. Sergeant goes over plan again. 

Raid on Apartment house. I follow George. He 

stands by the door on the left. This is the 

apartment with the gun. There is shuffling heard 

from other apartments. Finally a peep holp. opens 

and a huge black man emerges. "Don I t do anything 

stupid," George commands, "Please sir, sit down!" 

A gun is pulled from the manl~ robe. White heroin 

powder covers the table •.•. 

Woman in Apartment A surrenders second gun to 

Officer White. 

Heroin (50 hits) found in apartment 8. Man 

throws up on floor (early withdrawals). 

E. L. and C. drive prisoners, evidence taken 

to North Precinct. 

Often planning will lead to rehearsal and discussion for hours or even 

tiays, and the outcome will surprise the planners. One officer, for 

example, commented: 

There were these guys who were involved in an armed 

robbery thing on L. Street. We went over the thing again and 

again. Everyone had a specific position. I was to stand by 

a door to make sure they didn't come out of the back. Then 

they came out with a gun but when he saw how many of us there 

were he just "gave it Up." 

At times, of course, even the best of preparations will not avoid 

a deadly exchange of gunfire. The Los Angeles narcotics search warrant 
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raid described below is illustrative of a~armed confrontation in which 

the police officers initiate the encounter and have prior (and often 

detailed) knowledge as to the danger of the opponent but a use of deadly 

force still occurs. 

At approximately 6 p.m., the deputies deployed around 

.. the apartment. Deputy H. and Deputy A. approached the front 

door. Deputy A., who is bilingual, knocked and in Spanish 

asked for a person named "Louis". A Span:lsh conversation 

between a female person inside and Deputy A. outside commenced. 

Deputy A. knocked again and announced in English, "Police 

Officers, narcotic investigation, we have a Search Warrant, 

open the door." This was repeated three times, but the door 

remained closed. After waiting twenty seconds, both deputies 

kicked in the front door. A. entered the apartment first, 

going approximately three feet with his gun drawn. Deputy . 
R. followed, standing slightly to the rear of Deputy A. 

Both deputies observed Hector Munoz run to a sofa and retrieve 

a shotgun. Hunoz pointed the gun at the deputies. Both 

deputies were yelling, "Drop the gun, Sheriff's Department. II At 

this point, Munoz fired one round at Deputies A. and R. Both 

men were hit by the blast. The deputies fired their service 

revolvers, and,Munoz fired from his shotgun a second time. 

The deputi~s, injured and bleeding, were pulled outside. 

Backup deputies came to the front, 'and the persons 

inside were ordered out. After a short period of time, the 

shotgun was thro\oln out. h'ilen the deputies entered, Hunoz 

was sitting on the sofa bleeding froe the chest area. 
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~~ny officers have commented about the difference between the 

phenomena Reiss (1971) refers to as "prepared" and "unprepared shooting" 

encounters. One officer, for example, who avoided shooting while on a 

narcotics raid team yet fired three times at cars driven by juveniles 

during patrol assigl~ent, explained the difference in his reaction to 

the two types of confrontation: 

In one situatj.on you could anticipate what '(;ould happen. 

You know like it is all planned out; we would spend five 

hours planning for raid: you know you go here, I go here, 

you go there that type of thing. In a street enC~:fmter it 

happens all at once. In one of those times I shot, all of 

a sudden I'm standing there, then the car like drives at me. 

I really thought I was dead. I really did, and I shot. I 

probably shouldn't have, but I did. 

The risk of nn armed confrontation is then clearl~' related to the 

mode of assignment which leads the police officer into the encounter. 

Both the degree of control an officer has over the situation and the time 

and information available to resolve it may be affected by the mode of 

assignment. In general, planned apprehensions and to some extent dispatched 

nssignments allow for greater control and time than do off-duty and police

action armed confrontations. In this sense, it is hypothesized, that 

personal actions and off-duty confrontations possess a higher risk than do 

confrontations evolving from either planned apprehensions or dispatched 

assignments (if the danger of the opponent is held constant). It might 

be interesting in this respect to compare the outcome of similar t)~es 

of opponents (for example, armed robbers) who are encountered in different 

types of assignment conte:{ts i.'1 terms of the likelihood of a police use of 

deadly force. 
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Other Persons: Partners and Citizens 

Another factor determining the risk of a particular encounter relates 

to other persons (police officers or citizens) who may be present during 

the encounter. It might be suggested that the presence of others affects 

both the degree of control the officer (or officers) may exert and 

the degree of perceived hazard to the officer. The availability of .. 
partners may especially alter the risk in a particular encounter. One 

o£f:i.cer who fatally shot an escaping prisoner e).-plained why he believed 

he shot and killed a man in this situation when in similar situations he 

had refrained from firing: 

I had faced this type of thing many times. We were chasing 

this gu~ down an alley and my partner left me to get another 

guy. He went one way and! went the other. All of a sudden 

I got caught in an alley alone with this guy. He turned and 

I shot. I'm not sure why I shot this time and not others. I 

keep thinking it was because we got separated. 

A common phenomenon in police-citizen armed confrontations is what 

is referred to by military psychologists as "sympathetic firing." One 

veteran of the Vietnam '~ar gave an example of this behavior as follows: 

"When a rat kicks a can in front of the perimeter and one guy fires and 

then the whole squad, platoon; or even company starts opening up on it." 

In polic.e-citizen "gunfi~ht" situations such sympa.thetic firings are also 

common. In one incident in New York, 23 officers fired 24 bullets at an 

emotionally deranged man who was attacking an officer with a pair of 

scissors. In describing an incident where eight officers fired at a man 

armed with a rifle, one officer observed, lilt 'f.'as like we had one gun. 

One guy fired and I swear! only heard one shot." 
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Partners may affect the decision to shoot in other ways. An attack 

on a partner may cause an officer to shoot when he might not have shot other

wise. An illustration is found in a dr::unatic confrontation described by a 

detective who was badly wounded in the incident. 

He and I were partners for three years when this 

happened. Closer than friends. We were in this store and 

I thought I had this guy cornered, but he pulls out his gun 

and fires. He hit me five times. I was hit bad. T. (my 

partner) was behind me. I turned and fired back six times. 

I hit him once. He runs out the door. As I was going down, 

I said, "T., kill the mother-fucker." He got him about a 

block away. Then he came back up to me in ~he car and drove 

me to the hospital. I was on the critical list for six 

months and in a coma for a week. Before I passed out I 

asked T. if he got him. He said he did and I went out know

ing, at least, what happened. 

An interesting issue in this respect involves the consequences and 

'impact of "overmanned" and "undermanned" armed confrontations. In some 

situations, literally dozens of officers may be on the scene for a single 

confrontation. One incident of this type was described by a seasoned 

police sergeant: 

Well, there was this guy with an ''M-1'' in the church on 

Baker. Pretty soon he starts firing shots and it's like the 

whole P.O. responds. Another sergeant just drives up past a 

barricade and is shot by the guy. Pretty soon we have more 

than 60 guys on the scene all firing into the church. The 

biggest danger, of course, is them hitting each other in the 
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crossfire. To be honest it was a panic sicuation. Someone 

should have blocked off the s~.tuation to control the number 

of cops on the scene, to keep them from killing each other. 

In other situations, a si:'lgle officer may find himself very alone. 

In one situation a single officer responded to a robbery call in a jewelry 

store expecting one or possibly two opponents. No fewer than four opponents .. 
soon ran from the store resulting in a 3hootout in which one robber was 

killed and the officer wounded. Similarly, the officer below describes an 

encounter in which he was able to hold six men at bay for more than 10 

minutes, winning a valor medal for his efforts. 

~-1e had a series of liB and E' s" in this factory on Spring-

field. Everyday I would go up on the roof and wait for a few 

minutes to see what was going to happen, This one day I hear 

noise downstairs. I creep down there and see a kid stripping 

one of the machines for parts to sell. I yell, "stick 'em 

upl" As I move up on him I see another, then another. Soon 

I have six guys on the floor. One guy got up and started 

running but I fired a warning and he lay down. I was stupid 

going up there like that. If they had thought about it they 

could have rushed me and got my gun. I stopped working alone 

after that incident. 

Citizens present mar, as well, greatl}' alter the r~.sk of confronta

tion. At times, officers may hold fire (even when they are at risk) to 

avoid hitting an innocent citizen. One officer, for example, described 

the following incident: 

He go on this raid in the ___ area. t~e are supposed 

to cover the back, Paul and oe. ~e,go in a back room and see 
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this little girl in there. All of a sudden this guy fires 

from behind the closet. We couldn't fire because o~ the girl. 

She was real young, maybe 12 years old. It wasn't worth it. 

The bullet lodged between us. We were no more than three 

feet apart. It makes you think. 

Citizens may make officers feel more sympathetic or hostile towards 

an opponent. One experienced officer reported approaching a psychotic 

man after the man's mother begged him, "Not to hurt my son. He's sir.k." 

Conversely, another man shot at a fleeing strongman after the man had 

robbed and beat a disabled man in a wheel chair. Another officer fired 

at and killed a drug addict after a man whom the drug addict had killed 

(in cold blood) was descended upon by a crowd to rip hjs pockets out 

to steal whatever money the man had. A black officer fired a shot at a 

Puerto Rican man whose friends had tormented hir:l calling him a "maricon 

nigger," Still another officer held fire at a can with a gun when another 

man yelled that the man was defending himself against another man who had . 

just robbed him in :he bar. 

From these examples, it should be evident that the presence of either 

partners or other citizens can alter the risk of an encounter evolving 

into a shooting. The availability of partn~~s can make the decision 

to use deadly force less likely by providing more control over the 

opponents and greater options for the officers. On the other hand, a 

decisj~n by one officer to fire in the confrontation makes the firing of 

others more likely. C:i.tizens may make a shooting less likely if they are 

~\.posed to fire; also actions by citizens on the scene cay influence the 

officer's perception of hazard an1 possibly ecpathy towards the opponent. 
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Space and Light 

Unlike the image conjured up by Gary Cooper's film battle in 

"High Noon," police-citizen armed confrontations rarely take place in 

broad daylight on an unclutt'~red street. Far more common are confronta-

tions in alleys, backs of stores, dark street corners, bushes and staircases. 

Sometimes the spatial conte.)Ct, as in the following episode, is almost 
e • 

... __ abre: 

I was a young police officer when this happened. We 

caught guys in a building with a ringing alarm. It was one of 

those check cashing operations. Real low rent. We look in 

and we see"a hole in the ceiling. We went up the fire escape 

and saw a guy hiding in the hole. I go over to him with my 
. 

partner and we all fall through about 11 f~et. There are all 

three of us hurt, dazed together all lumped up in this hole. 

I turned to the guy and he says "I'm hurt, I'm hurt. I. I look 

to see where G. (my partner) is and then I see the guy has a 

gun. I shot at him an~ he shoots at me. We were right on top 

of each other in the dark. 

Another example highlighting space and light conditions is found in 

a ~--e whsre an officer shot an unarmed burglar in the dark back room of 

a gas station: 

Four montl;ls ago we responded aC a truck repair place. I 

see a truck'with a bunch of batteries in it. I think what is 

a truck with ~orth Dakota plates doing here. ~ry partner ~alks 

around the back. I go inside. t,~en I'm in the back room; 

itts totally dark, all of a sudden the door closes behind De 

and I feel this guy breathing behind me. I ~heeled and fired; 
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he fuckin t s cared the mother fuckin' s hi t out of me '.. Hhile he 

was lying there a.ll wounded, I say, "~fua.t the fuck ara you 

doing there in the dark?" If it was light I never would have 

reacted like that. 

It should be observed that many shootings involve multiple settings 

during the encounter. For example, one confrontation of an armed rape 

suspect took place in the following settings prior to the final capture 

of the suspect. 

1. Officer sees victim and perpetrator in car. 

2. Officer confronts perpetrator and he releases victim. 

3. Perpetrator puts car in reverse and flees. 

4. Officers pursue perpetrator (now joined by two other officers) 

over four miles. 

5. Perpetrator crashes into parked car and flees through crowded 

Gino's Restaurant. 

6. Perpetrator runs out of kitchen and fires at officers in back 

parking lot, fleeing through alley. 

7. Perpetrator climbs over and hids in bushes of adjacent building. 

8. Officer spots man; orders him to stop. Officer fires and misses. 

9. Perpetrator runs from bushes, throws gun on ground and runs down 

the street. 

10. Perpetrator finally cornered in second alley; tries to escape over 

barbed wire fence and is finally captured without other shots 

being fired. 

While this ~~ample involves a more complex series of mu1~iple settings 

than is true of most armed confrontations, it suggests tHat not all armed 
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confrontations occur in a single setting under constant lighting conditions. 

The importance of the reality that many confrontations occur in multiple 

settings is that few training programs train officers to shoot in "life

like" environmental contexts; none anticipate the reality that a single 

confrontation may last several minutes and cover many miles, exhausting 

the officer in the process. 

Space and light may alter the degree of control an officer can 

assert in the confrontation. Poor lighting may make more difficult an 

accurate assessment of the opponent's intentions. It also may shorten 

the time in which an officer must decide (in ambiguous circumstances) 

whether or nat to use deadly force. Poor lighting may also increase the 

options· of an opponent who, hiding in darkness, may feel (or actually 

be) in control of a life or death confrontation with a police officer. 

Space and light may alter the ri,sk of a confrontation drama tl cally in 

terms of the police officer's psychological assessment of fear. A dark 

shadow in a dark warehouse may be far more frightening to the officer 

than would the same opponent confront~d in another context. 

Conclusions: Risk and Armed Confrontations - implications for the 

rational control of police deadly force. 

In this chapte~, we have argued that different types of police

citizen encounters possess more or less risk of a shot being fired by an 

officer. Specifically w~ suggested that the degree of perceived hazard, 

the degree of officer' control and time-frame are related to the chances 

of an encounter evolving into an armed confrontation and eventual use of 

deadly force by a police officer. We also have demonstrated how the 

type of opponent, the mode of assignment, presence of other officers or 

citizens and space and light affect ehe probability that deadly force 

will be used in an armed confrontation. 
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tfuat, we might ask, are the implications of this view of armed 

confrontation and deadly force? How does it alter the administration of 

deadly force policy, police training and the review of deadly force 

incidents? 

Certain confrontations might be so risky that the police department 

should, through operational rules or policy forbid or strongly discourage 

such confrontations. Off-duty confrontations by single officers, for 

example, might be discouraged.unless the immediate peril to a citizen is 

extremely great. Similarly, other high-risk confrontations might be 

identified and made less likely through operational rules designed to 

reduce the probability of specific encounters. 

Training might be altered to facilitate instruction and practice in 

both the most common and the most hazardous confrontations. Thus, 

simulations should be developed which correspond to those confrontations 

in which officers are most likely to be involved. Also intensive in

struction should be given to prepare officers to cope with the most 

risk-laden of confrontations. Currently, most departments train officers 

'in only dispatched armed confrontations. Often opponent type and time

frame do not match the conditions officers will be likely to encounter 

on the streets. A training curriculum preparing officers in off-duty 

confrontations would be extremely useful as the level of risk and decision 

making of these encourtters are quite different from other t)~es of 

police-c.i tizen confrontation,s. 

This approach we have taken has implications, as well, for the 

review of uses of deadly force. It may be that certain t)~es of confronta

tions bare more hazard than do others. Through a$signment, residence or 

other factors, a particular officer may face more hazardous confrontations 



58 

than do other officers. This information would be extremely useful to 

police administrators in both assessing the quality of an officer's 

decisions in an armed confrontation and in arranging assignments so that 

certain officers avoid the most risky of confrontations. 

Most importantly, the mOve toward empirical validation of a risk 

typology would allow the law enforcement profession to understand better .. 
the risks and behavior of specific categories of police-citizen enC0unters. 

This step would move police ~nagement away from its ideological interpreta-

tions of police deadly force to a more predictive ef:£ort .. directed toward 

seeki~~ and finding lawful behavioral relationships. CurrentlYf police 

methodology is as crude as medicine was in the 19th century before 

doctors developed the concept of a syndrome (or type of disease) each 

with its own prognosis. Thus, just as a physician assumes that a different 

particular type of strep throat carries a certain level of risk, so too 

different types of encounters might be assumed to have particular probability 

of injury to either police officer,or citizen. 

In Chapter Five we will continue our analysis of police-citizen 

encounters by describing police decision-making in armed confrontations. 

~~e will suggest that very similar confrontations might be resolved in 

quite different ways. Given almost identical circumstances (opponent, 

assignment, setting, etc.), some armed confrontations will result in 

shots being H.red by a pqlice officer against a citizen; in other encounters 

a shooting will be averted. In the chapter, we will describe a sequential 

process of decision-making observed in armed confrontations and will 

suggest that lIearlyll decisions in such confrontations may either raise 

or reduce considerably the probability of deadly force being used. 



\ 

T4~LE 1. EVENTS PRECEDING POLICE USE OF DEADLY FORCE 

STUDY FINDINGS* 

Robin, Kobler, 
1963 1975b 
(N=32) (N=9ll) 

! Ra,nk % Rank 

Disturbance Calls: 31 (2) 17 (4) 

Family Quarrels 
Disturbed Persons 
Fights 
Assaults 
"Man with a gun" 

Robbery: 28 (3) 20 (3) 

In Progress 
Pursuit of Suspect 

Burglary: 37 (1) 27 (2) 

In Progress 
Larceny 
Tampering with Auto 
Pursuit of Suspects 

.Traffic Offenses: 3 (4) 30** (1) 

Pursuits 
Vehicle Stops 

Officer Personal Business: ? ? 

Dispute 
Horseplay 
Accident 

Stakeout/Decoy ? ? 
Other 0 (5 ) 6 (5 ) 

*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding 
**Includes other misdemeanors not listed above 
Reprinted from Sherman and Longworthy, 1980 

Milton 
et al., 
1977 
(N=320) 

% Rank 

32 (1) 

21 (2) 

20 (3) 

8 (5) 

4 (6.5) 

4 (6.5) 
11 (4) 

Fyfe, 
1978 
N=511l) 

% Rank 

25 (2) 

39 (1) 

7 (4) 

12 (3) 

? -

? 
6 (5 ) 



TABLE 2. SUSPECT'S ACTIONS PRECIPITATING SHOOTINGS, BY RACE 

OR DESCENT, 1974-78 

Suspect Using Weapon 

Suspect Threatening Use of Weapon 

Suspect Displaying Weapon .. 
Suspect without Weapon Assaulting 

Officer or Civilian 

Suspect Appearing to Reach for i-leapon 

Suspect Disobeying Command to Halt 

Other '(incJuding accidental shootings 

of suspects) 

(Number) 

Black 

22% 

39 

5 

5 

12 

15 

----!. 

100% 

(321) 

Hispanic 

23% 

4S 

6 

9 

6 

9 

--1 

100% 

(126) 

White 

28% 

43 

S 

6 

9 

9 

--l:. 

100% 

(131) 

Note: Disobeying orders to halt or appearing to reach for weapon were coded 

only if no assault took place, and there was no use> threat, or display of a 

weapon in the period immediately preceding the shooting. Assault was coded 

only if there was no use, threat, or display of a weapon. For each person 

shot at, only one precipitating event was coded--the most life~endangering 

(from Meyer., 1980). 
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Introduction 

In Chapter 3, by describing the variety of armed confrontations, we 

suggested that armed confrontations were ~~treoe1y varied and posed differ

ent types of hazards for the police officer seeking to cope with an armed 

and dangerous opponent. Here, we will present a framework to generate 

hypotheses regarding "early" police officer decisions in an armed confronta

tion in terms of altering the likelihood that deadly force will be used. 

Along with airplane controllers, army generals, surgeons, and a few other 

professions, the police officer knows that an error (in shooting) may re

sult in the death of a human being. Perhaps uniquely the police officer 

also knows that an error in withholding fire may result in the loss of his 

own life or that of an innocent citizen. The difficulty of a decision to 

use or not use deadly force is further complicated by the reality that the 

"decision" to use or not use deadly force is in reality a series of deci

sions, each altering the probability of the final use of deadly force. To 

illustrate this conception of sequential decision-making in police-citizen 

armed confrontations, we will describe five decision phases within an armed 

'confrontation: 

1- a phase of anticipation 

2. a phase of initial contact and entry 

3. a phase of information exchange and dialogue 

4. a phase of final decision 

5. an aftermath phase 

He will revie\y officer decision-caking in a variety of arced confrontations. 

In some of these deadly force was used; in others it was avoided. i,'e \01111 

argue that key social influences might effectively shape a police officer's 

decision to use or not use deadly force at each decision-oaking phase. \':e 
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will propose that this conception of phases is useful in its suggestion 

that police decisions early in an armed confrontation make a police use 

of deadly force more or less likely. He will also suggest that at least 

some uses of deadly force may be averted by changing officer (or citizen) 

behavior early in the confrontation • 

.. 
Averted Shootings in Armed Confrontations 

It is obvious that not all armed confrontations result in shots 

being fired by the police officer. In most cases of armed confrontations 

the encounter is terminated without police shots being fired. Consider 

the following armed confrontations which officers were able to resolve 

without using deadly force: 

- An officer is faced with a drunk off-duty detective who refuses 

to drop his .45 or show his ID. 

- A police officer is attacked with a pair of scissors by a crazed 

woman who has juslt killed a barroom acquaintance • . 
- A despondent man woo has killed his wife is disarmed by a team 

of tacticul team officers. 

- A young boy armed with a gun with ""hich he has killed two junior 

high school "friends" is disarmed by two police officers. 

- In a narcotics raid a man reaches for a macete and is physically 

disarmed by a police officer • . 
A robber in a crowded subway station is disarmed (a loaded .48 in 

his hands) by an officer who refrained from· sh~oting for fear of 

hitting a bystander. 

- An officer corners a burglar with a rifle and fires a ~~rning 

shot at a wall behind the can causing him to drop his weapon. 



A tactical team confronts a shotgun ~,elding 

- A tactical terum confronts ~ shotgun wielding 

robbery team and disarm them without incident. 
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In such averted shootings the police officers involved were able to 

hold fire even though in these situations there was sufficient legal 

justification, including direct threats to their lives, to warrant a use 

of deadly force. Such incidents of averted shootings may paradoxically 

offer insight as to the reasons they alternatively use deadly force in other 

situations. By comparing armed confrontations in which shots at,'e fired 

with those which are rrsolved without police gunfire, we hope to illuminate 

the process of officer decision-making in armed confrontdtions and also 

better understand why some confrontations more commonly result in shots 

being fired than others. Too, it is suggested that the line between a 

shooting and an averted shooting may depend upon minute difference~ in the 

circumstance confronted by the o.tfice'r as well as how the officer interprets 

them. A published description of averted use of deadlY force by a Santa 

Monica police officer and writer Barney Melikian, offers an insight into 

'the difficulty facing officers involved in armed confrontations, even in 

which deadly force is eventually avoided: 

"Attention units, stand by to copy information on a 

211/187 [robbery/homicid~J suspect and vehicle from 

Venice Division. Suspect is a male, black, 20, wearing 

a maroon short-sleeve shirt and having a thick mus

tache. The vehicle is a late-model Cadillac, four

door, dark in color, no further inforcation. Weapon 

was a .45 caliber chrome automatic. Suspect should 

be considered armed and dangerous. 1I 

The dispatcher announced this information in a 

clear monotone tinged "'''ith a hint of boredom·--just 
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a routine teletype reporting another violent death 

suffered by one human being at the hands of another. 

I dutifully copied down the information and continued 

On patrol. 

An hour later s I had already picked up a drunk 

lying in his own. 'romit, wrestled with a 15-year-old 

boy who had taken just enough FCP to convince him that 

he was living in a horror film, and written a ticket 

to a 60-year-old woman who was astonishingly familiar 

with barroom obscentities. That's when I saw a late-
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model CadiJ.lac sail through a red light at a major inter-

section. As I pulled in behind and ran a computer check 

on the license plate, I saw that the car was a 1975 model 

registered to someone in Venice. I could see that the 

driver was young and black and was wearing a white shirt. 

He sat very still. 

Two h,(.g hv.XJ.y pCLt't.obneYl UIVLe. tute.e.d wlUl..e. ma.lUrtB 

a. Jr.0 ~ e :tJr.a. 6 6).c. .6:t0 p /1ea.,t S a.cJta.m eJ'1-tO .ta day . 

I got out of the police car and walked toward the 

Cadillac. My backup unit was coming from across tO~~1 so 

for the next few minutes I would be on ~. own. I approached 

the car, using the flashlight in my left hand to light .. 
the interior. I kept my right hand on my gun. The driver 

kept both of his hands on the steering wheel and stared 

straight ahead. He was probably just a can i1'1 too big a 

hurry. Or he could be a murder suspect. His basic physi-

cal description was the same and his car ~as c!ose. If 

he was the man wanted in Venice. 
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The. .ea.g-.tune. nac.:toJt. alLUly.6 g-<.Ve.6 .the. aavalt.tage. 

t.o t.he. .6l.U!pe.c.:t. He. IutOlAUi wha.:t he. «.tt1t.U t.o do 

and whe.n he. t.Oa.l'Lt.6 :to do .it. He. v.!LU a1.JA.1(J.1j.6 be. a 

Ut:;Ue. OMt.~'r. t.ltan you aiLe.. 1 n Ijou. 60lt.g e..t t.l1a..t 

you. LULU d-<.e.. 

As I approached to within two feet of the door, the driver 

turned suddenly toward me. His left hand crume off the steering 

wheel and dropped from my view. I couldn't see what he 

was doing with it. I didn't want to die, but I didn't 

want to over-react either. (Once I had to shoot a man 

who was trying to kill another police officer. There was 

no pleasure in it, just a numb kind of deadness coupled 

t.lith gratitude that my partner and I were still alive.) 

I took my gun out of its holster and held it behind my 

leg. The driver never saw it. 

8e.6olLe. a.U. you ho:to ho.a .6:taJt;t ,tlu.ltlUng you' lte. Jt.e.ai. 

.6.t'Le.e.t. c.op.6~ a..6k yoUJt..6e..e.6 how malty pe.op.i.e. you've. 

.6t.O):,·:~.d t.ha..t c.ou1.d ha.ve. lU.Ue.d you, bu:t c./tO.6e. 

ItOt. t.o. 

No more than LO or 15 seconds had elapsed since I 

got out of my car, but already r had made a dozen 

decisions and there would be more. I walked up to the 

driver's side window and pressed. my leg against the door. 

"Hay I see your license and registration?" 

IIWhat the f--- for, man, I ain't done nothin." 

"You ran the red light back there." 

lilt was yellow, man, this is bu11---. ,. 

ItHay I see your l.Lcense, please?" 

----------------~.~----
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The man stared at me for what seemed like a long time. 

What was he thinking? Was he merely annoyed at being 

stopped, or was he waiting for an opportunity to reach for 

a gun? His clothing and car differed somawhat from what 

the broadcast had described, bu'~ witnesses make mistak~;';";'J 

and more than an hour has passed since the crim,e occurred • 

The decuM.ol1 a.l1d II.e.6POn6-LbJLUy t:.a c:l1...6p.e..a.y 

rutd/olt 6.iJLe YOWl. wea.pOl1 JLe.o.t uLWna..t~ with 

.the b1.cU.v.Lclua.l. 06 6i.c.eJt. • 

Suddenly, too suddenly~ the driver turned his 

head away from me and reached under the seat. My gun 

came up, paused at ~y hip, leveled with his head. My 

finger tightened on the trigger. I leaned forward slightly 

to get a better angle with m'J flashlight. Everything 

moved in super-slow motion. The focus of my whole world 

was in the driver's compartment of that Cadillac. The 

man pulled his wallet out from under the seat. Before he 

could turn back to look at me, my gun was behind my leg. 

He never knew how close he Caru2, but I do. 

No one knows about the hundreds of instances when a 

policeman decides not to shoot. Perhaps no one cares. 

tl.iter all', people say, to.'e I re trained to handle such 

things, as if training somehow removes or dilutes our 

humanity. 

117 poUc.e 0 6 ~.{.c.er..o we..'te. 1ULf..e.d ht :tlte we 06 du..ty 

.{.r! 10 78. 

A Cecision to shoot when 'I should not .... ·ould cost me 

mi' career and my livelihood and .... ·ould burden me foreyer 
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with the, awful knowledge that' I had killed or injured another 

human being in error. A decision t.o shoot when I should not 

might also cost me years in prison, for a growing segment 

of our s'?ciety would try to imprison me for that d.ecision • 

.fu:!.U. decision not to shoot when I should might cost me 

my life. 

As Officer Helkian suggests, his decisir,m not to choot the driver 

of the suspicious car, really might be better described as a series of 

related decisions. Critical in understanding his decisi<>n process 

(according to the author) and the outcome of the incident were such 

factors as his previous days encounters, tpe fact that police. officers 

had been recently killed while making a routine traffic. stop, his 

a.ssessment of the driver of the car and the known costs to him if he 

should make a wrong decision. As Melikian fu~ther observes, only the 

officer himself knows how close he came in a given incident to shooting 

the citizen. Often such averted shootings are not observed by other 

citizens or officers, and are not recorded lanyway in official police 

• records. As a result, ~e necessarily lack systematic knowlege about 

armed confrontations in which deadly force is not used. m"lile m;lny 

police departments keep excellent records on shots fired by police 

Q~ficers, the keeping of systematic records for any but the most spectacu

lar situations in which deadly force could have been used but was avoided, 

is very di.fficult or, pe':o...I"'ps, impossible. Our research on police use 

of deadly force hAS identified several hundred cases of averted shootings 

in armed confrontations in fou~ differRnt cities. We do not know, 

however" how many av~rted shootings such as Officer ~1~lkian describes 

(or encounters where deadly force is displayed by an opponent) an office~ 

faces in a month, a )'ear, or a career. We must rely on estimates of the 
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number of times that officers felt they could have abot, but did not 

shoot in an armed confrontation. In Newark, New Jersey a survey was 

conducted with some surprising results. In this very violent city, 

however with a very low rate of police deadly force, officers estimated 

that oVer a ten-year average career they could have fired but did not in 

an average of more than a dozen situations (where shooting the opponent .. 
would have been legally and tactically justified). Logs of incidents of 

high-crime area units, moreover, indicate that nUmerous encou~ters where 

circumstances seemed to justify a uSe of deadly force, b~t, in fact, 

officers did not shoot. There is other evidence t.hat po1ic:.e officers 

shoot· in only a small percentage of confrontations where they could 

legitimately employ deadly force. One six-officer tactical unit with 

the Newark Department (Target Red), for example, over a I year period 

made more than 1200 arrests; took away 88 guns; 64 knives; had seven 

shots fired in their presence and fired but a single warning shot during 

the year. 

Several of the ened,unters faced by the "Target Red!' team not only 

involved the perceptioh of danger, but its actuality. Consider the 

incident described in the report below in which officers in this unit 

(among the most active in the United States in terms of felony contact) 

disarmed a man with a loaded pistol who seemed intent on escaping at any 

cost. It is interest~n~ to hypothesize why the officers held fire even 

as the opponent was apparel1tly contemplating escape or firing upon the 

officers. 

Sir: w11ile on pat;:"ol, in an unmatked radio car, in official 

police uniform, officers ~er.e heading north on Camden Street 

approaching South Organe Avenue. Upon stoppiU8 at th~ . 
corner, officers were approached by an unknOI,.,"Il Black ~fa1e. 
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This male stated that another black ~le, in a black 

Oldsmobile with New York plates had just threatened him with 

a small automatic pistol. He further stated that the vehicle 

was parked on Camden Street with the man in same. 

At this point, the man stated that the car was leaving. 

Officers at this point turned and looked back up the street. 

A black Oldsmobile with NY plates was observed coming in our 

direction. Officers at this time blocked the street, block

ing theiJassage of said vehicle. Officers at this point 

exited the radio car and approached the vehicle which was 

occupied by listed su~pect. As officers got to the car, 

rhe man reached back into the rear of the car and placed 

something into the rear seat area in the top of a purse. 

Noted at this time, stickint' from the top of the purse was 

wha t appeared to be the hand.J..e of a pis to1. At this point, 

Officers drew weapons and ordered the man to open the doors 

of the car. The man looked about as if he was going to make 

an attempt to drive away. Officers again ordered the man to 

shut the car off and to open the doors. The man complied and 

was taken from the car. h~en the man was placed into the 

radio car, the undersign~d ~ent to vehicle and entered the 

rear seat area. Recovered from the purse which was a 

Burger King bag was a .25 Cal automatic pistol, loaded with 

7 .25 cal bullets. 

On several occasions the team disarmed men who were at once arced, 

dangerous, and psychotic. In the following incident, one of the officers 

is to grab a carzed man's hand as he reached toward his pocket for a 
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loaded .38. Luckily for the officers, speed, timing and teamwork averted 

what, given other circumstances, could have been an almost certain shooting. 

Consider the report below as well as a follow up report indicating that 

the opponent in the encounter was so psychotic that he had to be removed 

from the holding cell to a psychiatric hospital in a body bag, after his 

arrest: 

Sir: Due to the amount of robberies, thefts, muggings and 

drug activity in the area, Target Red Units are assigned to 

the area as a lookout. 

At the above time, Units were in the area, approaching 

the corner of 9th Street at Central Avenue. At this time, 

there were approximately 7 men on the corner. The listed 

prisoner ~as among them. Both units stopped and watched the 

group. The listed prisoner looked at Officers put his hand 

to his right rear pocket, then turned and started walking 

south on 9th Street. Officers exited the radio eat'S, Po 

Norvilas remained and went down the street passed the suspect. 

The man was looking around and still had his hand on his 

right rear pocket. At this point, Pia Norvilas approached 

from the south, PO Lytwyn from the east and the undersigned 

from the north. The man was looking about at the different 

Officers stil~ with his hand on the pocket. Mentioned 

Officers continued closer and the man started to take some

thing from his rear pocket. PO Lytwyn grabbed the can by 

the belt, PO Norvilas grabbed the man's pocket and the 

undersigned grabbed his hand. At this point, it was estab

lished that there was a weapon in the oan's pocket. The 
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man was handcuffed and the weapon was recovered~ PO Bailey 

remained with the other radio car as ,;), back up. 

The weapon was found to be a loaded .38 cal revolver, . 
INA, serial UOOi68l loaded with 5 .38 cal bullets. Same 

was confiscated and later submitted as evidence with the 

proper report by PO Norvilas. 

Officers of unit 310 were dispatched to the North 

District on a Violent Mental. Upon our arrival officers 

called fqr niB to respond. Officers after a violent 

struggle put duspect in body bag and transported to MMC 

to the crises unit. After he was examined he was then 

transported to the Essex County Jail were he was detained. 

Suspect gave 2 names a Frank Smith and Frank Stubbs; he 

was slated'~ as John Doe. 

In many of their averted shootings the Target Red officers were 

able to disarm men wh~ were in the process of firing their weapons. In 

the incident described below the team confronted a man who was in the 

, process of shooting another man over a drug dispute. The officers were 

,so close that they could actually see the flame leave the gun ban'el. 

The arrested man turned out to be wanted for murder. In a later interview, 

one of the officers sardonically remarked that when he saw the muzzel go 

off he "figured that he would fir"d out if his vest (bullet proof~ \.,"orked:" 

Sir: Officers are assigned to the above area due to the 

numerous complaints of robberies, larcenies and drug 

activity. 

Unit 131 was in the area and had just stopped a 

suspicious vehicle with three occup~nts. As officers 
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were checking the papers to the auto, loud screaming was 

heard to our left rear. As officers turned, listed 

prisoner was observed running up the walk. As he reached 

the sidewalk a::;'ea, he turned and pointed a small shiney 

silver object back in the direction of the building. A 

loud report was heard and flame was observed to come from 
~ 

the shiney object. The officers at this time, drew our 

weapons and called to the man stating that we were Police. 

The man turned and pointed the item at Officers and as he 

did so, Officers ordered the man to drop the item. The 

man complied and he was placed unde:r: arrest. The item 

was recovered and found to be a .22 cal revolver, derringer 

type, North American Brand, .22 long rifle, loaded with 

5 live rounds and one spent Found. Sear for shots proved 

negative. 

Other averted shootings faced by the unit involved extremely dangerous 

persons though the incidents themselves were not as dramatic as the 

preceding. The report below describes an arrest of a ~n wanted for 

armed robbery and other serious offenses. The officers ~olere able to 

time their approach so that the opponent had almost no chance of drawing 

the loaded .38 caliber gun placed in his pocket. This man was considered 

to be a "known shooter"" a man \o.'ho would certainly try to kill a police 

officer rather than surrender: 

Sir: Officers of the Target Red Unit were assigned to the 

upper number streets of the ,.;rest and South District due to 

the amount of robberies of Oil Truck Drivers. 
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A prtroe suspect in the robberies was one D. ___ D, ___ , 

B/l1 22, NPD Gallery II 148542, This person fit the description 

of one of the suspects and was alleged to be armed. A check 

also revealed that the man was wanted for other armed robberies. 

Warrants at this time had not been issued for the mans arrest. 

At approximacely 1300 hrs, this date, a general was 

broadcast over Frequency 5 reference the above suspect. He 

had been positively identified as a suspect in a robbery this 

date. Further details are m)t available at the time of this 

arrest. 

Officers at this time bE~gan to look for the mentioned 

suspect. His known hangouts were checked at various times 

during the day. One of his known hangouts was the CHIP }iROM 

THE ROCK TAVERN located at S.16th Street and 14th Avenue. 

At approximately 1830 hrs, Unit 105 and Unit 131 responded to 

this location to check for the suspect. He was not on the 

premises. As Officers exited the premises, the suspect was 

observed as he walked passed the location. At this time he 

was in the company of two other men. 

Officers entered the radio cars and approached the 

suspects. As they reached 473 S.16th Street, Unit 105 

pulled in fr<)Ut of the men and exited. Unit 131 pulled 

to the men's 'rear. Officers exited and identified our 

selves and ordered the men to halt. At this time, D. 

turned and attempted to run north on 16th Street. A brief 

chase began and the man was apprehended by Officers 105 at 
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approximately 471 S.16th Street. A brief struggle resulted 

and the man was subdued. A check of his person revealed 

a loaded .38 cal, Smith and Wesson, mod. 36 revolver, . 
serU 400120, loaded with 3 .38 cal bullets. The weapon was 

confiscated and later submitted as evidence with the proper 

report. It was found that the serial number had been removed .. 
from the butt of the ~eapon. Weapon recovered by Sgt E and 

submitted by PIO N. 

Other averted shootings evolve from armed confronta,tions involving 

irrational opponents. The case described below narrates how the Target 

Red team successfully disarmed. a deranged man, armed with an M-1 semi-

automl).tic rifle which he had earlier fired at his girlfriend: 

! hereby report that at 1941 hours April 12, 1980, Unit 

105 P.O. Peter L and I, and Unit 131 P.O. 1.1 and P.O. EN, 

were dispatched to 15 Richlieu Place on a hostage situation 

where rifle shots had been fired. The F. ___ family who 

resides in a single family house at that location had fled 

after a grandson, identified as G._ R._ ~1._ age 28, had 

gone berserk. Shots had been fired from a 30 cal. carbine. 

The suspect was holding his girlfriend, J. ___ R. ___ , 

hostage and was threatening to shoot her. The family alleged 

that he had f~red shots in the house in the past and they 

considered him ~tremely dangerous. 

Chief V and P.O. S questioned neighbors before any action 

was taken. It was learned that at least one shot had been 

heard. Sgt. C and P.O. W went to the rear of the house. 
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The rear door was found to be protected with an attack dog. 

The front porch was found to be protected with a second attack 

dog. This left only the side entrance to gain access to the 

house. 

Sgt. C and P.O. W covered tb: front and rear entrances. 

Chief V and P.O. S took positions next to an adjacent house 

where they could observe the side entrance. P.O. N and P.O. 

L took positions near a parked auto and covered P.O. L and I. 

P.O. L called up to the second floor bedroom. He identified 

us as police officers. He asked the suspect to come to the 

side door. He said that he would from the bedroom window, but 

he would not throw out his weapon. P.O. Land! took positions 

on either side of the side door. The door opened slowly and 

P.O. L and P.O. N could observe that the suspect had the weapon 

in his hands. He was lowering it to a possible firing position. 

They signaled P.O. L and I. P.O. L reached inside and grabbed 

the rifle pushing the suspect further inside onto the floor. 

The rifle was wrestled from the suspect. He ,.;ras subdued and 

handcuffed. Sgt. C, P.O. W, P.O. L and P.O. N tmmediately 

entered the house and ascended to the 2nd floor bedroom. They 

found the hostage. She was nervous and scared, but not injured. 

They recovered a spent 30 cal. cartrige in the bedroom and some 

live rounds. 

Chief V unloaded the weapon. It was found to be a Universal 

30 cal. semi-automatic carbine ~ith a full loaded clip and 1 

live round chambered. The safety switch was in the off position. 

A total of 25 live rounds were recovered. 
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P.O. L and P.O. N conducted a further search of the house. 

In the basement nUl .. erous 30 cal. bul.let holes were found in 

the wood support beams. The family was notified and they were 

able to return to their house. The suspect was transported to 

the West District by Sgt. C and P.O. W. 

Why, it might be asked waJ deadly force avoided in these encounters, .. 
where in other cases the apparently almost identical circumstances 

resulted in a shooting (and perhaps a fatality)? Specifically one might 

ask: 

-What critical officer or opponent behaviors make an 

armed confrontation more likely to result in an averted, 

as opposed to "actual" use of deadly force? 

-How does the sequential decision-process which results 

in an averted shooting differ from that in incidents 

in which shots are actually fired? 

-tYhat are the critical social influences upon the officer 

which determine whether a use of deadly force is averted 

or aetually used in a particular atmed confrontation? 

One way conceptually to address these questions is to find two cases 

which are siInildr (or closely similar) in circumstances, but differ in 

terms of their outcomes. We will offer descriptions ~f two armed confronta-

tiOns with apparently i~sane women arced with large knives. One case 

(which resulted in a fatality) is the celebrated case of the shooting of 

Eulia Love in Los Angeles in January of 1979. This incident is still an 

object of intense pOlitical controversey, being the subject of four 

publiciHed Los Angeles Commission Reports, several hundred news articles 

and a Congressional sub-committee hearing. The second encounter involved 
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the disarming of a woman with a knife who had just killed a man (who had 

"stolen" half har liquor bottle). w'hile recognized within the department 

as worthy of commandation, the second encounter received but a brief 

mention in the local newspapers soon after it occurred in 1976. It, 

however, offers a useful contrast to the Los Angeles police officer's 

shooting of the It~~oman with a Knife. II 

"A \Y'oman with a Knife.: 11 (1) A use of deadly force. 

The shooting of Eulia Hae Love began as a "routine business dispute" 

between the gas company and ~~s. Love. On January 3, 1979, at approximately 

11:15 a.m., a Mr. J0hn Ramirez, an employee of the gas company, arrived 

at the home of Mrs. Eulia Love. Mrs. Love, a black 39-year-old mother 

of four, was told she owed 80 dollars to the gas company. Mr. Ramirez 

approached the residence and went to shut off the gas meter at the side 

of the house. Mrs. Love angrily approached Ramirez, screruning that she 

would not allow him to disconnect her gas service. She then struck him 

with a shovel, brusing him on the arm. Mr. Ramirez later said that she 

was "frothing at the mouth" when he retreated from the Love house. He 

returned to his office and filed a report. The gas company reported the 

incident to the Los Angeles Police Department. 

Just before noon, ~~s. Love went to a local grocery market to pay 

her gas bill. ~~~n she was told that she could not pay her gas bill 

there, she purchased a money orde.r for just over 22 dollars to continue 

her gas service. Later that afternnon, Hr. Jones (also a gas company 

employee) called the police dispatcher and requested a patrol car to 

join him at the residence. Mrs. Love came out of her house and spoke to 

the man, emphatically indicating that she would not pay the full 80 

dollars owed. Mrs. Love went back into her house and two or three 
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minutes later emerged with a knife, which she used to hack the branches 

of a tree on her front lawn. At 4:15 p.m. the Los Angeles Police Depart-

mant dispatcher placed a call for a patrol car to join the gas company 

employees ("415 business dispute, Meet the gas man at 11926 South 

Orchard. Code 2"), A few seconds later, Officers Lloyd Hopson and 

Edward 0' Callaghan acknowJ.edged the call • .. 
As the officers approached the house, Mrs. Love yelled at them 

"You're not coming up on my lawn, mother-fuckers, you're not going to 

turn off my gasl" The officers responded with demands to drop the 

knife. Mrs. Love continued to yell obscenities, calling Hopson a "cocksucker," 

and telling O'Callaghan he "could lick out her ass." She also yelled, 

"Use it, if you're going to use it!" (Apparently referring to O'Callaghan's 

and Hopson's drawn pistols.) At this point the two officers (who had 

immediately drawn their weapons) appeared to witnesses agitated and 

defensive, and possibly a bit bewildered. As ~lrs. Love backed away from 

the armed officers eastward along the walkway, O'Callaghan approached 

the walkway and followed her. He placed his gun in his right hand and 

pointed it downward. He also removed his baton from his belt, holding 

it in his left hand. Offi(~er O'Callaghan followed approximately six 

feet behind. Officer Hopson walked to the front lawn of 11932 South 

Orchard, one house south about fifteen feet froe ~!rs. Love. He carried 

his revolver in hisrigh~ hand, pointed downward. 

Soon the obvious hatrhd of Mrs. Love for the officers began to 

intensify. According to the District Attorney's investigators, "Hrs. 

Love made several right-hand knife thrusts at Officer Q'Callaghan's 

belly". Both officers repeated their attempts to convince ~lrs, Love 
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"that they would not harm her and ordered her to drop the knife." 

Alternatively the officers cajoled, threatened and pleaded with the 

crazed black woman to drop her knife. However, Eulia Love refused to 

drop her knife: "Fuck you, ain't no mother-fuc~~er going to shut off my 

gasl" 

One witness saw Mrs. Love's actions as overtly threatening the two 

officers: "Hrs. Love was waving the knife like a threat. Hrs. Love 

~ .. ould turn around and yell at them still waving the knife." A different 

witness emphasized the irrationality of her behavior: 1tShe was very 

upset and hysterical ••• I couldn't understand what she was saying. She 

moved the knife up and down as she talked." At approximately 4:20, Mrs. 

Love suddenly began to retreat backwards towards her house. Officer 

Q'Callaghan followed closely in front of her. As she retreated, Mrs. 

Love still thrusted and jabbed at the officer's belly with her knife. 

O'Callaghan stayed approximately six feet away and tightly held his gun 

and baton. Several witnesses said that at this point Officer Hopson 

signaled the gas company employees, as if to mean, "come on", as Eulia 

'Love backed cautiously towards her house. Mrs. Love then suddenly 

halted at the walkway leading from the sidewalk and faced the policeman 

with the knife in her right hand. O'Callaghan ~as now less than five 

feet from her. Hopson had his gun outstretched and followed approximately 

ten feet away from the "woman with the knife." 

Later, several witnesses concurred that at this point Hrs. Love 

seemed to relax. She began to lower her arc with the knife and seemed 

to be edging slowly, but certainly towards the house. Instead of her 

returning to the house, perhaps unharmed, the following seconds would 

see a series of decisions that altered the careers of the two officers, 
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killed Mrs. Love and threw the city of Los Angeles into a year-long 

political turmoil. One witness, Ronald Lewis, described the following 

seconds as follows: "The white officer knocked the knife from Mrs. 

Love's hand. The knife fell to the ground at Mrs. Love's feet. Hhen 

Mrs. Love bent over and retrieved the knife, the white officer hit her 

again on ~he shoulder. Mrs. Love began to straighten up, knife in hand. 

The white officer jumped back about five feet. Mrs. Love had the knife 

by the handle. While she was straightening up, she threw the knife ... " 

Another witness, William Jones, Daid: [O'Callaghan] knocked the knife 

out of Mrs. Love's hand. He swung at her again. He then sought to step 

on the knife but the 5'4", 39 year-old black woman retrieved it first. 

She held the knife by the handle in her right hand and quickly moved her 

right hand and arm back." 

It is important to observe that there was considerable disagreement 

as to whether Mrs. Love actually intended to throw the knife or merely 

was threatening the officers. Mr. Anthony Wolf, for example, commented 

"The white officer [Officer O'Callaghan] knocked the knife from Hrs. 

Love's hand. She retrieved it. The white officer jumped back." Hr. 

Joseph Harris similarly said, "Mrs. Love picked the knife up and held it 

by the handle. She stood up, holding the knife in her right hand with 

the elbow bent and the ~nife pointing upwards and in line with her 

head." Sheila Love, Mrs: Love's daughter, in contrast offered that, 

"The .. 'hite officer hi"t Mrs. Love on her shoulder, causing her to fall to 

the ground. The knife also fell to the ground, a -fe .. · inches from Mrs. 

Love's feet. Mrs. Love did not pick up the knife nor did she make any 

attempt." 
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There walil considerable controversey on other is.!=:,ues as well. Has 

Mrs. Love's arm moving forward as she was shot? How far did the thrown 

knife travel in the air (it was found si.."Cty-eight feet from Hrs. Love's 

body)? What were the final relative positions of Mrs. Love and the two 

officers? Despite these uncertainties, all witnesses have agreed that 

at 4:18 p.m. Hopson, about 12 feet away, finally warned Mrs. Love not to 

throw the knife shouting, "Lady, don't do it." Q'Callaghan then dropped 

his baton and shifted simultaneously into a two-handed gun position, 

less than 8 feet from Mrs. Love. Hopson froze in his two-handed, semi

crouched position. Mrs. Love then took a step backwards and raised the 

knife with her right hand above her head. No one will ever know for 

certain what her intentions were in raising her right hand in this 

manner. Almost instantaneously, both officers fired six round3 each in 

a rapid-fire sequence; eight of the twelve' bullets entered the body. 

The thrown knife landed sixty-eight feet from the body. Eulia Love was 

dead. 

During the many inquests regarding the Eulia Love shooting the 

'question was again and again raised as to how the shooting might have 

,been averted. How might the officers have avoided the circumstances 

which made the final frame decision perhaps necessary or at least 

psychologically comprehensible. In explaining what went wrong in the 

incident later, critics and supporters of the Love shooting focused upon 

decisions made well before the final decision to use deadly force by the 

two officers. A "majority rcport ll filed by two LAPD commanders focused 

upon the officers' efforts to engage Mrs. Love in dialogue and their 

concern for the children's welfare in Mrs. Love's house reflected in 

their concern that M~s. Love didn't enter the house to threaten the 



children. Police critics of the officers' actions focused similarly on 

early decisions which in effect made the final ded,sion almost inevitable. 

Ander~;'~ri, for example, observed that in large part the threat to 

O'Callaghan's life was precipitated by the officer's choice of tactics. 

He suggested that if the officers were "in fear of tl;leir lives, they 

could have stayed behind the car using it as protection when talking to .. 
:HI's. Love." He also noted "that their fears were minimal was indicated 

by the fact that both the officers fully exposed themselves and neither 

attempted to take defensive action. When Eulia Love began'backing, the 

officers advanced approaching even closer." Anderson further questions 

the officers' choice of tactics, observing, "the tactic of handling a 

firearm in one hand and a baton in the other is poor. This is indicated 

by the officer's inability to recover his balance after knocking the 

knife from Eulia Love's hand and then having to drop his baton when 

using his firearm." 

Other observers similarly suggested that the type of information 

given to the officers, the positioning of the officers (the white 

officer was consistently closer to the woman than was the black officer), 

their failure to call for a backup prior to encountering the woman, 

their inability to elicit community aid in dealing with the woman, the 

decision to unholster upon the confronting woman, O'Callaghan's positioning 

of his gun in his strong ,hand and even the officer's failure to work out 

a prior tactical plan'may have all contributed to the final, tragic 

outcome of the incident. 

irA t~OI:lan with a Knife" (2): An averted use of deadh' force 

The second incident, "'hich occurred in February of 1976, involved a 
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young detective confronting an apparently insane woman who had just 

stabbed (fatally) a young man who, she claimed, had stolen her liquor 

bottle which they had promised to share. It provides a dramatic contrast 

with the Eulia Love incident. An investigative report described the 

incident as follows: 

At 4:35 p.m., Feb. 12, 1976, Detective Phillips, Badge #46, 

was traveling west on 16th Avenue, when he observed a black 

female chasing a black male north to south across 16th 

Avenue. He observed her stab the black male several times 

in the back. 

The victim ran into the Mr. Hair Barber Shop at 201 16th 

Avenue and the owner closed the door and prevented the black 

female from entering. 

Detective Phillips got out of his auto and approached the 

female who. was still holding the 8 1/2 inch steak knife 

and was trying to force open the door. Detective Phillips 

ordered the female to drop the knife. She turned toward 

him in a threatening manner. Detective Phillips again 

ordered the female to drop the knife several times and she 
. 

finally complied. 

She was then placed under arrest by Detective Phillips and 

taken into the barber shop until Tack Unit #1 arrived and 

removed her from the scene. 

The victim was leaning against the wall with a stab wound 

in the middle of his chest. He was taken to }mrtland 

Medical Center via acbu1ance and prono~~ced dead at 5:10 ?~. 

by Dr. Rough of stab wounds of the chest and back. 



24 

In a statement made to homicide detectives, Detective Phillips 

described his actions as follows: 

At 4:30PM 2-12-76 I was travelling west on 16th Ave. at 13th 

St. I observed a black male being chased across 16th Ave. by 

a black female. While the female was chasing the male I 

observed her stab him several times in the back, with a long .. 
utcher knife. 

I stopped my auto in front of 201-16th Ave. just as the male 

ran into }~ Hair Barber Shop, 201-16th Ave. After the victim 

entered the shop the owner slammed the door in the suspect's 

face. tfuen I came within five feet of the suspect she still 

had the knife in her-hand and was trying to force her way 

into the shop. I stated that I was a police officer and when 

she turned towards me I identified myself by showing her my 

badge. She stated "fuck you" and held the knife in a combat 

position. I commanded her to drop the knife, but she refused. 

After commanding her several times and talking to her for 

several minutes I convinced her it was in her best interest 

to drop the knife. She dropped the knife to the sidewalk 

and was placed under arrest. She was taken inside the 

barbe~ shop to await the unit that had been called by a 

citizen on my ~equest. 

Inside the shop I observed the victim leaning against a 

",'all \,fith a stab wound in his chest. itnen I tryed to 

interview him, he was unable to talk to me. A unit from 

Martland Medical Center responded and removed the victim 

to the hospital where he was pronounced dead by Dr. Rough 

at 5: 10 P~L 
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The suspect that had been removed from the scene by Tact 

# 13 was taken to Police Headquarters where she was arrested 

by the undersigned for Homicide and all evidence was submitted 

and placed in the safe. 

Later we were able to interview the detective regarding his actions 

in coping with the insane woman with the knife. He were especially 

interested in the types of actions he took well prior to the woman's 

dropping the knife which might have effected in the final outcome. Just 

as actions by O'Callighan and Hopson might have affected the fate of 

Eulia Love, so too it is clear that the early actions of Detective 

Phillips significantly affected the outcome of this confrontation. 

The context 'faced by Detective Phillips as well as his judgment, of 

course, differed from those evident in the Love shooting. Detective 

Phillips was off duty when he observed the woman repeatedly stab the 

younger man in front of the barber shop. The neighborhood in which 

the stabbing occurred was, as Phillips put it, "known for its numerous 

stabbings, muggings, and killings." He immediately assessed the protago-

'nists in the incident as "being two winos," given his knowledge about 

the types of people who "hung out in the area." Upon confronting the 

young woman Phillips reported that she muttered something about how 

"that motherfucker drank my whole bottle up. ,t Interesting, while Detective 

Phillips perceived the woman as being both insane and probably drunk, he 

did not (in spite of him seeing her stab her IIdrinking partner") believe 

she was an immediate danger to himself. After the ~oman saw Phillips, 

she tried to run into the barber shop, but the door was slammed in front 

of her by the barber. The barber then came out of the shop to assist 

the officer. Detective Phillips identified hicself and kept his pistol 
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unholstered and pointed towards the ground. At this point, he asked the 

barber to help him. As the barber "knew the woman he kept calling her 

name, "Cindy" and asked her to "act s.ensible and drop the gun." Hhi1e 

verbally abusing the officer C'Fuck you, cop"; "Fuck you, cop", she kept 

repeating) she began slowly walking towards Detective Phillips with her 

knife. ("Noone steals my liquor that I pay for.") At this point Detective .. 
Phillips kept talking to her, slowly, less than five feet from the 8" 

knife. Phillips kept exp1ai..ing to her that: 

Since you got a knife and I got a pistol one of us is 

in trouble. I kept telling her to drop the knife. 

Calling her name telling her I would have to shoot if 

she got any closer. I must have backed up fifty feet. 

The Barber was talking to her all the time. Finally, 

she just dropped the knife on the sidewalk. 've went 

into the barbershop, handcuffed her and took her in. 

She's in a mental hospital now. 

This incident is revealing in that it is similar to the Eu1ia Love 

incident in several respects except of course in that Mrs. Love was 

killed and the second lady was not. ~i1e there are some differences in 

the two confrontation$, it might be argued that Detective Phillips faced 

an even graver initial situation than did the Los Angeles officers; his 

opponent, for example, h~d already killed a person with her knife ~hile 

it was not clear if Mrs. Love had done more than chop at her rose bushes 

with hers. ~~at, it might be asked nr~ some of the critical differences 

in the two incidents? How might one develop some preliminary hypotheses 

as to their opposite outcomes? 
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One difference lies in the officers themselves. Officers Hopson 

and O'Callighan were typical patrol officers in a rather troubled precin~t. 

Hopson had had t~o deadly force incidents in the two years prior to the 

Love shooting. Also black/white pairs in Ghetto precincts are at best 

unusual and possibly invite more stress (both real and preceived) than 

do all white or all black teams. 

Detective Phillips, in contrast, was a black detective with an 

exemplary record in the Newark Police Department. He achieved the 

highest. score on the Lieutenant's examination and had an exceptional 

police record in all respects, having won half a dozen valor medals and 

other distinctions. Also, wflrking as a detective in one of the highest 

crime areas in the United States gave him perhaps a resel~ior of experience 

in coping with violence greater than possibly did the California officers. 

T~~ere are differences as well in the opponents. The encounter of 

officers Edward O'Callaghan and Lloyd Hopson and Eulia Love seems almost 

a chance event. Mrs. Love was born in Vernado, Louisiana, a rural 

community of 400. She left in 1953 with her family. In 1963 she married 

'Wi11iam Love, a cook. Together they had four children. The c.')uple 

seemed relatively prosperous wi.th William earning almost $15, 000 per 

year as a cook. In June of 1978, Hr. Love died of sickle cell anemia. 

Even before her husband's death, Eulia Love had become obviously depressed. 

She resigned from her job as a school crossing guard. She also had 

"fa11i'[l,gs out" with several of her seemingly closest friends. Seemingly, 

routine confrontations with officials caused her apparent great pain and 

anguish. The three months it took to have her Social Security benefits 

approved from the Social Security Adcinistration were especially painful. 
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C. P., the other woman, was what Paul Muir (1977) would call one of 

the "dispossessed." An alcoholic resident of the streets, C. P. had littltl 

to seemingly to lose either by taking another person's life even for the 

price of a liquor bottle or risking hers. After the murder she was 

found "too crazy to stand trial" and was incarcerated in a mental hospital 

for the c~tminally insane, presumably for life. 

There are differences, as well, in the setting and scene of the 

encounters. Eulia Love's home was in a stable working class area in 

Southeastern Los Angeles. The Los Angeles Police Department a~d especially 

the Southwest precinct were known for the "iron fist" legalistic O~ilson IS, 

1969, term) approach to law enforcement. The Newark Police Department, 

while known as tough and occassionally physical, was controlled by a 

black mayor (Kenneth Libson) and police director (Hubert Williams) • 

'to.Thile at times overwhelmed by seemingly uncontrollable crime on the 

street, the Newark Department review and sanction penalties for abuse of 

deadly force are among the toughest in the United States. The neighborhood 

in which the i~cident took place is at once heavily patrolled and somewhat 

of a "combat zone" area known primarily for its alcoholism, drug traffic 

and violent crimes. 

Finally there were differences in the decisions made by the officers 

in the two incidents well prior to the final resolution of each incident. It 

is these differences in 9fficer decision-making (even well before the 

final frame decision) which we suggest are critical in understanding the 

final outcome of the incident. The decision, forexatlple, by Officer 

O'Callighan to place his gun in his "strong" right and his baton in his 

weak hand probably increased considerably the liklihood that deadly 

force would be used in the confrontation With Mrs. Love. Officer Phillips 



29 

decision to elicit the .:tid of the barber to help convince C. P. to drop 

her knife similarly conceivably reduced the probability that deadly 

force would be used in the encounter. 

Phases in Police Officer Dcc~.sion-Haking in Armed Confrontations 

To explore the consequences of "early" decisions in armed <!onfrcmta

tions, we will propose a descriptive five-pha§e model of poliue decision

mak~.ng applicable to both polic~ use~ oi deadly torce as well as averted 

shootings including a phase of antic:tpation, a phase o.f initial contact 

assessment and entry; a phase of dialos and information exchange; a 

phase of final decisiotlj ami an afterma.th phase. 

PHASE ONE! 

PHASE TWO! 

PHASE THREE: 

'PHASE FOUR: 

PHASE FIVE: 

PHASES OF POLICE 

DECISION-MAKING IN ARMED CONFOR1~ATIONS 

ANTICIPATION 

ENTRY AND INITIAL CONFRONTATION 

J;>IALOGUE AND INFORMATION EjWHANGE 

FINAL FRA}m DECISION TO SHOOT/NOT SHOOT 

AFTERHATH 

In addition to increasing or decreasing the probability that deadly 

force will eventually be used, certain early decisions might either 

restrict or expand the choices later available to the I.)fficer. And, it 

reight he offered, the dilemma posed in the confrontation's final frame 

is in many ways a function of choices made earlier in the ~p~sodeo 

It is clear, then, that the "final-frame" situation encountered by 

the officer is in many ~"ays determined by choices made earlier in the 

episode. Thus, for example, an officer who rece~ve5 a dispatch indicating 
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that an opponent is more dangerous than he really is faces a different 

emotional and factual situation from an officer (in a comparable situation) 

who receives accurate information. Similarly, positioning upon physically 

confronting the opponent and communicating with him might either avert a 

final-frame decision to shoot or alter it substantially. An officer who 

similarly discovers, during a prolonged confrontation with an opponent, ... 

that he is dealing with an acutely psychotic individual (rather than a 

more instrumental criminal one) will interpret the man's actions quite 

differertly than would an officer (confronted with the same individual) 

who had not made those observations. It should finally be noted that 

early 'decisions by officers may either prolong or curta~l the decision 

process. By seeking cover early in a confrontation, for. example, an 

officer can afford to engage in a more prolonged communication with an 

opponent than can an officer without similar protection. 

A brief word should be said ~bout our uses of phases in this model. 

First, it should be noted that some very rapidly occUl'ring shootings may 

not have identifiable stages in the sense we use them. Second, the 

concept of phases may have different technical and common-sense meanings. 

Lofland (1970), for example, posits a phase to signify an ana1yzab1e 

component within a social event. Goffman (1975) defines repetitative 

phases within social rituals. In common-sense U$age, phases signify 

regularly occurring peri9ds in types of social events; they also signify 

choicepoints at which an activity may continue or be terminr:.ted. 

Viewed in this cont~~t almost any human transaction nay be said to have 

phases. A "date" between a man and a woman may be said to move in 

phases towards an erotic encounter. A school course nay appear to have 

phases in terms of its learning objectives. A business neeting may 
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proceed in phases towards either "a deal" or a disruption of business 

relationships. A party may move from a "getting acquainted phase ll to a 

phase in which inhibitions become less constrained. 

It is in this common-sense context that these "phases ll within an 

armed confrontation are used. To further exemplify these phases of 

officer decision-making, it might be useful to illustrate briefly each 

phase in terms of the Love and C. P. confrontations described earlier. 

Phase One: Anticipation 

A critical phase in armed confrontations are those minutes from 

notification, call, report, or dispatch to arrival on the scene where 

will occur the actual encounter with the opponent. During this period 

the officers may receive information about the citizen suspect from a 

dispatcher, fellow officer, or citizen. The words used by others to 

describe the opponent may greatly effect the set the officer takes 

towa:r:'ds the incident: 

Shooting of Eulia Love 

Time - 4:15 - Dispatcher puts out call "415" - business dispute 

"See the gas manti [It has been observed that this 

call may have influenced the final outcome of the 

final episode.] 

Time - 4:18 - Officers arrive at gas company truck and spend 

only 30 seconds speaking to gas man [the decision 

by the officers not to gather more information 

from other sources might be seen as an important 

influence upon the outcome of the episode]. 
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In the case of the C. P. incident, there was no phase of Anticipation 

since Detective Phillips observed her stab the young male. 

Phase Two: Entry and Initial Contact 

The decisions made by officers on physically entering the scene or 

first approaching the citizen may have a critical impact on the final 

outcome of the episode. Here the officer receives direct impressions 

which may confirm or refute information received earlier about the 

opponent. An officer who seeks cover immediately in a confrontation 

with an armed robber, for exwmple, extends this phase, and gains greater 

latitude in reacting to movements by the robber than would an officer 

who is exposed. Similarly, the officer who gains immediate "eye contact" 

with a psychotic citizen possibly reduces the chance that he might use 

of deadly force. 

Shooting of Eulia Love 

Time 

4:18 - Officer O'Callighan unholsters revolver prior to 

approaching ~~s. Love [as did officer Hopson] and places his 

baton in his weak hand. (This decision might be seen 

as a crucial turning point as it obviously limited 

non-lethal alternatives.) 

4:18 - From se~eral witnesses' testimony, it seems that the 

white officer (Ot~allighan) was physically closer 

to }~s. Love than was the black officer (Hopson); the 

respective distances were six and twelve feet. (Did 

this affect the final outcome?) 
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Arrest of C. P. 

Time 

4:37 - Detective Phillips approaches C. P. with gun 

down and badge in hands. (He assumes a firm but 

unthreatening posture.) 

4:38 - Phillips positions himself 5 feet from C. P. 
I 

and next to barber. (He actively uses the barber in 

confronting C. P.) 

Phase Three: Information exchange 

Many (and by no means all) shooting episodes have a phase (possibly 

verbal, possibly non-verbal) in which there is some communication between 

the police officer(s) and the citizen. An offic~r might tell a citizen 

to "drop his gun" or order him to stop. A police officer might similarly 

say something to distract or intimidate the citizen. Some "informat:i.on 

exchanges" with opponents, as with opponents holding hostages, might 

proceed for hours or even days. Often, this phase in armed confrontations 

end with only short epithets. A citizen may threaten the police officer 

or indicate his contempt "for cops". Sometimes information exchanges 

may continue for many minutes, frequently such exchanges are far briefer. 

In the Eulia Love case there were more than two minutes of face to face 

dialogue between Mrs. Love and the two officers. The C. P. episode may 

have lasted five minutes. 

Shooting of Eulia Love 

Time 

4:19 a - Officers approach Mrs. Love in a threatening manner 

with gun and clubs drawn. (~ould another police 

approach style have avoided the tragedy?) 
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4:19 b - Eulia Love shouts obscenities at officers. Officers 

react by increasing demands for her to drop weapon. 

4:20 -

4:21 -

Time 

4:38 -

4:39 -

4:40 -

(Was the response by the officers appropriate/avoidable?). 

Mrs. Love began to walk towards her house. Officer 

O'Callighan decided not to allow her to continue towards 

the house and to knock the knife out of her hand. 

, (The Los Angeles Police ~ommission Report on the incident 

also notes that Hop'son apparently elected not to encircle 

her, so as to prevent retreat.) 

After Mrs. Love retrieves knife, officers elect not to 

back away to safety but to try to control Mrs. Love 

through threats of deadly force and verbal comments. 

(Backing away to safety was perhaps the only way 

to avoid deadly force at this point.) 

Arrest of C. P. 

C. P. utters obscenities at detective. 

Barber and detective demand that C. P. drop 

knife. (Did presence of a known community [non

police] person, supporting Phillips, effect outcome?) 

Phill~ps and barber back into street 

wh'ile certainly and firmly demanding that she 

drop knife or someone was going to get hurt. (hny 

did Detective Phillips verbal tone apparently prove 

effective?) 
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Phase Four: "The Final Decision" 

At some point in the confrontation, the officer decides to shoot or 

that shooting will not be necessary. Occasionally, as in a "sniper'· 

operation, the final frame might be a deliberate, planned action - given 

certain contingencies such as the appearance of an armed kidnapper in an 

open space. In other cases the final frame might simply be the reflexive 

squeezing of the trigger. A decision that shooting is not necessary may 

follow disarming the opponent or the display of evidence indicating the 

opponent is harmless. A decision that shooting is not acceptable may 

follow the moving by bystanders into a region of danger or the realization 

that the opponent is a youngster. 

Time 

4:21 -

Time 

4:40 -

Shooting of Eulia Love 

Officer O'Callighan shoots/Officer Hopson shoots 

Eulia Love [the Final Frame]. (What triggered the 

shots/the number of shots?) 

Arrest of CYnthia Parsons 

Cynthia Parsons drops knife on sidewalk, is arrested 

and taken to barbershop awaiting transport to the 

police precinct. 

Phase Five: Aftermath 

A confrontation with the opponent often continues whether or not 

the shooting results in a fatality. In this, the aftermath phase, 

citizens may berate the police officer or even attack him physically or 
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verbally. In most jurisdictions, the officer is separated from his 

partner; in some the officer1s gun is in a s}-mbolic gesture stripped 

from him. The rest of the day is spent filing re.ports, perhaps being 

questioned by homicide and internal affairs officers and certainly 

answering to superiors. For many officers, the next days are disturbing 

if there has been a fatality or serious injury. Sleepless nights, non-

stop talking and persistent n~rvousness are common aftermaths; a far cry 

from the officer portrayed in the film Bullet who nonchallantly returns 

home to his lover after a bloody shooting in an airport •. 

Contact with the opponent whether alive or dead sometimes continues 

after the shooting. One officer, for example, kept yelling at an opponent 

he had just shot to "wake the fuck Up.1I Another officer was punched by 

a wounded opponent while he was placing the opponent on the stretcher. 

Other officers have reported receiving calls of thanks from opponents 

fdr "not killing" them. Other officers have been threatened, harrassed 

or even chided by their opponents in deadly force encounters. 

Shooting of Eulia Lov~ 

4:22-4:25 - Officers Hopson and OICallighan cover the body and 

4:25-
5~OO p.m. 

call for an ambulance. 

Arrest of Cvnthia Parsons 

Phillips and barber attempt to calm C. P. down 

in barbershop awaiting transportation to the precinct 

jail. 
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Social Influences Upon Police-Officer Decisions-Making_ 

in Armed Confrontations 

We will now turn to some of the social forces which influence 

police decision-making at each phase of the armed confrontation. How do 

various social forces alter the liklihoods of various decisions at each 

phase of the armed confrontation; and how, in the process, are the 

probabilities of an eventual use of deadly force increased or decreased? 

The table below suggests some of the social influences relevant to 

each of our five phases. 

PHASE 

ANTICIPATION: 

ENTRY AND INITIAL 
CONTACT 

DIALOGUE AND INFORMA
AT ION EXCHANGE 

THOUGHTS & BEHAVIOR OF 
OFFICER 

ASSESSMENT OF SITUATION 
PRIOR TO ENCOUNTER (HoW' 
dangerous/what type of 
danger does the opponent 
represent? ) 

IN~TIAL POSITIONING AND 
DIRECT INFORHATION 
GATHERING (Confirmation of 
revision of earlier infor-

• mationj attempts to maxi
mize options/minimize the 
opponents options?) 

INFORMATION DISPENSED TO 
OPPONENT AND RECEIVED 
(Intentions of both police 
officer/opponent are 
clarified/elaborated.) 

POSSIBLE SOCIAL INFLUENCES 

-Mode of Information (dis~. 
patch; citizen; other poJ:tce 
officer; direct observation.) 

-Believed accuracy of In
formation. 

-Prior set of officer to· 
wards information. 

-Physical appearance of 
opponent. 

-Distance between self 
and opponent 

-Safety and cover. 
-Timing. 

-Information given by 
opponent (others). 

-Body language of officer/ 
opponent. 

-Type of communication 
made by officer. 

-Changes in the degree to 
~hich officer controls 
situation. 
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POSSIBLE SOCIAL INFLUENCES 

FINAL DECISION: SHOOT OR DECIDE AGAINST 
SHOOTING 

-Movements by opponent 

AFTERl-1ATH: COPING ~.J'ITH THE DECISION. 
(How does officer effective
ly deal with the actions 
taken?) 

-Immediate threat by opponent. 
-Dangers to other implied 
by decision to shoot. 

-Certainty of officelz in 
reasonableness of decision. 

-Presence of supportive 
citizens, officers. 

-Presence of psychological 
support for officer. 

As indicated above, specific social influence might be hypothetically 
. 

related to the outcome of each phase of an armed confrontation. 

1. Anticipation: The Prior De£inition of the Situation 

We have hypothesized that the mode, quality and credibility of 

informat.ion made available to the police officer regarding the opponent 

influences the eventual outcome of the incident. One critical source of 

police information is of course from the dispatcher. Rubinstein (1973) 

well describes the importance of a dispatcher to the urban police officer 

assigned to a particular "job": 

What the dispatcher tells a man when he gives him an 

assignment is all the policeman knows about what he will 

find until he actually arrives. The dispatcher must tell 

him everything relevant to a job in the most economical 

way, to avoid wasting airtime ... The patrolman must have 
. 

faith in the skill and experience of the dispatcher because 

of \o,'hat this unseen person relates to him establishes his 

initial expectations and his manner of response to the 

as s ignmen t • 

In many cities, a ~umbered dispatch· code is used to provide the officer 

with information as to the t)~e of incident he might encounter. For 
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. example in California an officer might get a call involving an armed 

robbery as follows: 

211 farmed robber/] in progress. Black male, age 20-25, 

with gun at 20745 Figuero, at the liquor store. 

In New Jersey an officer might receive a call such as: 

5-60. [b and e - breaking and entering in progress] back 

of factory. Neighbors saw suspects on roof. 

While, in theory, such systems of communications should provide standard

ized and accurate information to the officers, in fact, often the informa

tion received by police officers may be highly misleading. One officer, 

for example, received a dispatch indicating that two men were having a 

fight with guns outside a tavern. When he arrived (with shotgun drawn) 

he found two friends "fooling around" "with billiard cues," "playing 

like the three musketeers." Another dispatcher indicated that a 

"suspected" armed ro.bber was walking with a stiff leg, as he was carrying 

Ita sawed- off shot gun in his pants leg." A man with a legitimately 

broken leg, vaguely fitting the description was soon afterward nearly 

·shot. Another officer in a state which allows the shooting of fleeing 

felons received a dispatch that a store of an old man (he knew) was 

robbed. He fired a warning shot at three tall blacks fleeing the premises 

through an alley. It later turned out that the robbery was a "petty. 

theft" involving some Halloween candy being stolen by three juveniles 

(who were nart'owly missed by the police officer's bullets). It should 

also be noted in this regard that the Eu1ia Love shooting began with the 

rather innocuous dispatch: "415. Business dispute, see the gas man." 

There are many reasons for the distortion or inaccuracy of information 

given police officers t'elevant to calls fot' service. One factor lies in 
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the fact that most reports are initiatec by unsophisticated civilians. 

A citizen, upon seeing a candy bar being stolen, for example, may grab a 

. telephone and say, "Th ere 's a robbery taking place at ..• , II when, in 

reality, a petty theft has taken place. This distortion is exacet'bated 

by the fact that in many high-crime areas, police communications are 

jammed during many periods of the day (especially at night). Police 
~ 

dispatchers are guided by coded priorities in dispatching jobs; citizens 

know that if they want a police car to come to their assistance, they 

must convince the dispatcher that a "high priority" job has taken place. 

In many cities citizens faced with a prowler will report that a "man 

with a: gun" is in their backyard. Similarly, others will report that a 

"burglar" is an "armed robber" and occa.:tionally that a man with a gun 

has fired his gun. This escalation of dispatched information may have 

several consequences for the officer. Some officers may "overanticipate" 

the seriousness of the call, believing the information given by the . 
dispatcher. Others may "downplay" them based on past experiences "that 

all calls are exaggerated." ("It's just another black kid in her backyard ... ") 

A surprising number of officers may virtually ignore details of the 

dispatch altogether, preferring to assess the situation by their own 

observation after their arrival on the scene. 

Another consequence of the dispatch "logjam" in a high crime area 

is that officers arrive ~dte to almost all dispatched jobs. One officer 

complained. "Almost all the jobs are more than an hour late. You are 

more likely to run into someone else's job or something fresh than you 

are to hit the job that comes over the radio." In the observation of a 

tactical team by one of us, a unit of the team received an urgent job 

that indicated a Greyhound bus ... 'as being robbed. The officers raced to 



41 

the scene and found no bus at the location. Further inqu~.ry indicated 

that the robbery had occurred no fewer than six hours before. 

Obviously, not all shootings result from dispatched assignments. 

In many instances, the information may come directly from citizen to 

officer, as in this case: 

I was in a bar drinking with a friend when this guy 

comes in a bit watered down saying, "There's this motherfucker 

with a shotgun who says he's gonna kill everyone in this bar." 

I look outside and see "a bar regular" with a cane doing a 

Fred Astire act, sure enough shouting soused, but not really 

hurting anyone. I looked at the guy who had told me about the 

man and I saw him laughing with his friends, having a big laugh 

about me rushing to the door. I almost ldlled him, not the 

other guy! 

Such direct citizen to officer information may, of course, provide 

useful information to the officer. The officer described earlier (page ) 

who disarmed an irrate man with a rifle found out from a neighbor the 

~ollowing information about a suspect who was later disarmed without 

inci.dent: 

I talked to the lady n~~t door and find out the guy's Ukranian 

(I'm Ukranian too); that he was mad at his old lady; that he 

had fired his .303 into the ceiling and that he loved model 

trains and also that his name was George. After we got him 

barricaded., Gary and I moved up the stairs, and I yell up, 

"Hey George, you want to meet another guy named George?" 

He comes to the door to see ~hose there. I grab the gun and 

it's over. After we got him c\,lffed ~e sat in the kitchen, 
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drinking beer, talking about Russia and trains. He was a real 

nice guy, really, just got upset. 

Many police officers who are able to use direct citizen information 

effectively in anticipating an encounter have developed techniques to 

question citizens critically. One officer faced with a robber in a back 

room of a store described asking a wicness the following questions: 

I said what do you mean a "robber?" Hhat did he take; 

did he threclten you; did he say "give it up when he took 

stuff?" How old was he? What do you mean you don't know? •• 

All this is in less than a minute, but its important because 

the answers change whether you can shoot or not if he decides 

to run, or comes at you. 

In some armed confrontations, officers receive relatively detailed 

knowledge of an opponent from more experienced officers, including 

specification of modus operandi. One sergeant g~~e his tactical squad 

the following information about an opponent: 

Watch out for Dinky. He's definitely a shooter. If he 

goes for his crotch shoot him. A snitch told us he hides 

a piece down there (a .25). He also may be carrying a sawed 

off shotgun in some old newspapers. He susposedly likes 

to kneel down when he shoots. Our information says he might 

be a Nam Vet. \ve also hear that he uses the name Richie, 

like a nick' name; but watch it, he is definitely a shooter. 

Take no chances with this guy. 

Other information is associated with earlier direct personal contact. 

One officer who purposely aimed for the legs of a fleeing but arned 

opponent said: "Like I kinda knew Petey and he kne~' ce, - not \,ell, but 
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around the neighborhood before and then after I bec::une a cop. I arrested 

him a f~w times and! didn't bear him no grudge. I didn't think he'd 

try and kill me so I worked e.xtra hard not to have tC'l shoot him. It ,,,,as 

like we was almost friends." 

2. Entery and Initial Contact: The definition of opti~ 

Other social influences may influence officers in behaVior during 

the initial encounter of an armed confrontation. For ~~ple, upon 

entering the actual setting of the confrontation, the police officer 

will (through his actions) seek at once to expand his own options, and 

curtail those of the 0ppolLent. One o:l:ficer descr:i.bed his strategy in an 

i~cident described earlier where an armed (and obviously) dangerous 

murderer was captured by the officer and his partner. 

Well we were looking for D. and finally we saw him 

walking on Avon and 19th. Here all of the police department 

was lo')king for him, paying snitches and stuff and we just 

see him walking there. Pete and I talk as we ride. I get 

out of the car and go around the corner waiting. Irvin gets 

out and cuts over lot to edge of building which he is approach

ing. Just as he reaches the corner where I am, Pete rides up 

in the car with the shotgun out. Presto we got him on three 

sides. A perfect approach. 

A similarly well exe.cuted approach was describe.d by another ofHr.,Ct' 

and also resulted in an apprehension of a dangerous felon. "I was in my 

favorite lunch spot and I hear my wa~tr~~s tell her sister (they're 

Italian) that 'thiS guy has a gun.' I see this black man standing 

nervously by the register. I tell her in a loud voice that: I'll see 

her Honda" and pretend to leave but 'l;'eal1y ",'ai t by the pos t. t..'hen ~e 
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walks by, I pull gun to his ear and very softly tell him what will happen 

if he moves. He just freezes and gives up. He never had a chance. It 

was all defined by the position I had." 

Good position requires an appropriate choice of distance for the 

circumstances. In the averted shooting described earlier in this chapter 

in which the officer successfully reached for the opponent's hand as he .. 
reached for a gun in his pocket, there was the obvious requirement of a 

close initial approach. Other shootings have been averted because the 

officer was able to II stay away" from an opponent with a sharp object. 

It might be offered in retrospect that officer O'Callighan was too far 

away from Mrs. Love's manipulative action, yet too near to reduce her 

anxiety about him. 

Finding protective and "hard" cover is also· critical effective 

approach to dangerous situations. One experienced training officer 

suggested, for example, that while most depa~tments train their officers 

"in refle.."Cive response to fire", he thought II that the first reflex 

should be to look for cover, then decide whether you are going to shoot 

or not. Too many cops think that you can stop someone from killing them 

with a revolver. I would much prefer a brick wall." Another officer 

similarly described how he was able to "wait out ll a robber with a pointed 

rifle due to adequate cover: 

Well he had this rifle at us, but we had an alley wall 

between him and me. I just figured I could wait that extra 

second, knowing that I had that protection. 

Conversely, many shootings occur ~hen an officer is "out of position" on 

entering the scene. One officer ~ho has only fired one shot in fifteen 

years (with numerous averted shootings and literally thousands of arrests) 

described the circumstances of his sole shooting: 
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I was stupid. I got in the middle of this crowd with a 

bunch of Puerto Rican pukes behind me. I got hit from 

behind by this guy with a bottle. As I was waking up this 

guy came at me, while I wau on the ground, aiming for my 

head with a tire iron. I'm not sorry I shot him, except 

I was sorry he didn't die, but it still only happened be

cause of the way I came into the crowd. I won't do it that 

way again. 

Another example of how positioning early in the encounter affects 

the options available to an officer may be illustrated by an incident 

where a California officer confronting (unexpectedly) two armed robbers 

found himself extremely vulnerable to the expected fi::e from the two 

opponents. It might be hypot~lesized that his action in firing a shot

gun blast (in a crowded street) was dictated at least in part by the 

position he found himself in as the men left the massage parlor they 

had just robbed: 

On February 15, 1980, at 9:33 p.m., Officer Bernard H, in 

response to a robbery in progress alarm, drove to 2512 ~vi1shire 

Boulevard, Santa Monica. That location is the Ginza Massage 

Parlor. He arrived there at 9:37 p.m. Officer M observed 

the building to be lit and there was an "open" sign in the 

windo~.r. He took cover behind a large potted plant approximately 

10 feet west of the front door of the massage parlor. He ~as 

armed with a shotgun. As he waited, Officer 1-1 load the ~;.i;1ice 

station telephone the massage parlor to determine if anyone 

was in the location. He could hear a telephone ringing in 

the massage parlor, but no one answered it. Officer H was 
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just about to change positions when two men ~alked rapidly 

out of the massage parlor. The first one out was holding 
. 

a gun in one hand and a box in the other. M could not 

observe the hands of the second man. 

At that point, Officer M stood up and yelled, "Police! 

Freeze." The man with the gun turned toward him and M .. 
fearing for his safety, fircJ one round in the direction 

of the two men. (Officer M was in an extremely vulnerable 

position and approximately 15 feet from the robbery suspect.) 

Both men turned and ran. The 6tmman went east, away from M, 

the other went back into the massage parlor. M then fired 

another round at the gunman to prevent him from running into 

an open movie theater on the southwest corner of 26th Street 

and Wilshire. That shot st~~ck the window of a lamp store on 

the east side of the massage parlo~. The gunwan stopped 

running and took cover in an alcove entrance to the lamp 

store. M observed a box thrown to the sidewalk from the 

alcove, currency spilling from the box. He also heard a 

metallic click as if a gun striking the pavecent. The gun 

man was ordered out and placed on the ground. He was hand-

cuffed and arrested without further incident. That gunman 

was subsequently identified as Steven R. 

The man that haa run back into the massage parlor was found 

hiding in a ~~ar bathroom of the parlor.' It was only then 

that it was learned he had been wounded. Ee was taken to 

Santa Honica Emergency Hospital ,,-here he died at 11: 04 p. I:l. 

He had sustained eight wounds from the firs~ shotgun blast, 
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five pellets lodging in the chest. The entry wounds were in 

the area of the left shoulder. 

The manner of entry into the confrontation context may limit later 

positioning, as in the following case: 

We saw this cab dri~er with a ragged looking paspenger so we 

followed him from a distance. The car kept driving around, like 

it was going nowhere. Suddenly at a dark corner the cab turns 

off it lights. We turn the red light on and the driver jumps 

out; hey this guy is robbing me. A second later the robber jumps 

out with a gun and I go after him and go behind him for about a 

block and a half. I'm running with a gun in my hand. He's got 

one in his hand. All of a sudden I turn the corner and see him 

standing there pointing the gun at me. I tried to shoot but the 

gun jammed. It turned out that his gun was a replica of all 

things. I. almost shot him though because of my momentum. I 

was all off balance. 

Direct observations may, of course, drastically revise earlier 

'beliefs about the opponent. One patrol officer, for example, faced with 

a drunk old man waving a gun nn the street said: 

I got a call about a man with a gun - attempted murder. I 

got to the location and see this old man yelling at his son-

in-law and pointing a .22. I looked at his eyes. He was so 

drunk I didn't think he could hit me ~~th that gun. He ~as just 

an old man upset with his son-in-law but 1,v~ what I ~~pected from 

the dispatch. 

Alternatively, another officer described an encounter in which his 

initial contact revealed a far greater degree of danger than had been 

anticipated earlier: . 
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We go to this "boy leaves girl; girl leaves boy thing. tI 

She wants him out of the house and all he ~.,ants is his 

clothes and things. Well she decides that the radio was . 
hers not his and he didn't agree and went bizerk. I mean 

bizerk. Hhen we got there we were expecting a nothing 

t'hing but now this guy gets totally crazy, throwing light .. 
bulbs and stuff. He went from calm to attacking three of us 

with a broken bottle and a kitchen knife in nothing flat • 

It took all three of us to get him down and we almost had 

to kill him. 

Many officers report thaE during the initial encounter they develop 

"cues" as to how to cope with the opponent. An example of such perception 

during this phas~ of initial contact is found below: 

Well I was closing the building (a store) and all of a 

sudden this guy walks up real slow to the door and sticks a 

gun in my belly. Now I've been trained in this type of 

sit1.1ation to give him what he wants, but he is so nervous 

that I think, "hey this guy is going to kill me out of 

fear,1I so when he looks at one of the girl clerks I take a 

a chance and grab his gun, so l~ckily I'm here. It s all 

different when you actually see the guy. 

Officers tend to be~ieve that the ability quickly, accurately and 

objectively to sense 'an opponent's capacities is critical for survival: 

both professionally and physically. One officer no~ed that "its the 

ability to judge how dangerous a man is in a few seconds that tells 

,.,hether you can make it out here; it's a certain look, also, ... hat they 

do with their hands. 1I Another officer cOI:lIllented, "I usually pretty 
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much discount what I hear from the radio, my partner a citizen or anyone 

else; what's more important is to observe anything unusual; anything 

that will tell me something about the guy; anything to give me a handle 

on how to deal with the situation." 

In summary, two factors seem to be most important at entry in 

determining the outcome of the incident: The degree to which the ofticer 

positions himself to control the situation (i.e., expand his options and 

limit those of the opponent); and his ability to weigh effe,ctively his 

direct impressions against what he has learned earlier about the opponent. 

This definition of the circumstances of the confrontation and the new 

information received will, of course, influence the terms of any dialogue 

or information exchange between police officer and opponent. 

3. Information Exchange: Mutual self-definition between police officer 

and citizen 

In many, but not all armed confronta.tions, there is a meaningful 

exchange of words between police officer and citizen. And it is certainly 

the case that some shootings are avertable by means of information 

·exchange. One officer was faced with a crazed man with a knife in a 

bathroom. Roughly a year later the officer recalled his dialogue with 

the man: 

I said in a very calm voice, "Hould you please drop the 

knife." He said, "You're gonna have to take it from me!" 

We stood there about twenty minutes. I finally kept talking, 

saying things like "Do you have a problem we can get settled?" 

I kept coaxing him and finally he gives up. 

Some information exchange involves explanation of his behavior by 

the opponent, as for example: 
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Well, we go to this bar and hear from a patrofi that a guy 

has been stabbed. We go in and see this guy run past us. 

As he's running, he's turning back, saying "This guy robbed 

me before and now he's robbing me again. That's why I stabbed 

him." Soon I fired a warning shot, but I did think a bit 

about the circumstances that brought this about. 

Many officers report that the most effective communications are 

those which are least ambiguous as to the intentions of the officer. 

Among those communications which are most commonly used are orders, non-

ambiguous and assertive: 

- "FREEZE, POLICE. DON'T MOVE." 

- "GET OUT OF THAT CARl" 

- "HANDS ON THE WINDSHIELD. DO NOT MOVE 1 " 

- "FREEZE OR I I LL SHOOT! 'I 

- "DROP IT, SHITUM1" 

Such communications share a well known, clear meaning and a f~liarity 

through media, fiction or life to most citizens. It should be added 

that the tone of voice (its certainty and command presence) may be a 

more essential element in the dialogue than the communications' particular 

content. 

Some shooting episodes are characterized by rather ineffective 

efforts at dialogue with the opponent, where officers communicate very 
, . 

ambiguous messages to' the opponent. There are situations, for example, 

where police officers are unable to convince the c.itizen that they are, 

in fact, police officers. Language ~y be a problem. In one confrontation 

in Los Angeles, two Russian defectors were chasing a car thief with a 

.22 rifle. Soon they were confronted by a group of police officers who 
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ordered them to "freeze", to drop their weapons, etc. Only later was 

it discovered that the men, one now dead, spoke only Russian. 

An example of the difficulty of understanding the communications of 

a deranged man and the potentially lethal consequences follows: 

Upon arriving at the scene both deputies exited their radio 

car. As they did, Deputy N reported that he heard a scream 

from inside the house. As the deputies got near the open 

front door a witness, D. Bt, came out and stated that J. R. 

was in the house trying to stab someone. 

Deputy N entered the house first and just as he got inside 

someone in the house said, "there he is." Deputy N looked 

down the hall and saw Mr. R. standing near a closed 

door with a nine-inch butcher knife. Deputy N ordered 

}~. R. to drop the knife. 

Instead of. complying with this demand Mr. R. turned 

and began walking toward Deputy N with the knife stating, 

"shoot me. 1I 

At this point Deputy N drew his weapon as did his partner, 

Deputy R. Both deputies made repeated demands for Hr. 

R. to drop the knife. Family members in the house were 

also calling for Hr. R. to drop the knife. 

Mr. R. continued to advance toward the deputies repeating 

the statement, "shoot me." Mr. R. was holding the 

knife in his right hand pointed upward. ~~. R. con-

tinued to advance and Deputy N, fearing for his life, fired 
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one shot when Mr. R. was about eight to twelve feet from 

him wounding Mr. Ramirez in the lower abdomen. 

Body language of both citizen and police officer may be important 

both in determining mutual perceptions of the episode. Since, for the 

most part, the encounter represents the first time the citizen and 

police officer have met one another, they make critical inferences 

regarding the intention of the other from their body position, language 

tone, and movements. 

The body language of the citizen may be critically important in 

determining the outcome of some uses of deadly force. One officer 

astutely observed: "When he comes you have to interpret quickly, is he 

just a drunk wanting to shake hands? Is he going for my gun? Is there 

a gun in his hand? It's all judgement." Another officer observed that 

"there is an invisible line; if he crosses it with his toe he's dead." 

Some body language may signify an end to the con.Jrontl3.tion. One officer, . 
for example, described an encounter, "where after I fired this one shot, 

the guy just ran to a porch and sat down waiting for us to handcuff 

him. It Another officer similarly recalled an incident, "\<,'here suddenly 

he [the opponent] jumped back into his car and hid there curled up like 

an infant." 

Police body language may be equally important. It is often for-

gotten that citizens maY,be irrationally afraid of the police (and, 

interestingly the police officer may be irrationally afraid of the 

citizen). A citizen may interpret the actions of a police officer as 

unreasonably violent and fight (or even shoot) to defend himself. He 

also may fire not sure if the policeman is in fact a ?oliceman at all as 

in the following tragic confrontation described by one Eastern city 
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police officer who was one of eight officers involved in the fatal 

shooting of a tavern owner who fired his gun in apparent fear that he 

was being attacked: 

We rolled up to this bar to respond to a report of a robbery. 

There were two guys in an old car. One guy has a rifle 

the other is asleep. What happened ~,as (we didn't figure this 

till later) that we arrest the younger guy with the gun with

out much problem~ then the older guy hears the rumpus, wakes 

up and sees eight white guys (we were all plainclothes) pulling 

at him. He pulls a .25 and shoots Nick in the neck. We 

fired and killed him. As he's dying on the way to the 

hospital he yells that he thought we were the burglars coming 

back to rob him. It turns out that he owns the tavern. It 

was a mess. 

At times a combination of cooling words -- and, paradoxically, strong 

non~lethal force (e.g., a punch or kick) -- can disarm a suspect without 

deadly force being used. In the following case officers lulled a crazed 

land also armed man and then "coldcocked" him to get a loaded gun out of 

his hands: 

Unit #518, Officers E and H also responded to assist at 

request of Sgt. B. Mr. D. E. answered the door and 

was apprised by Sgt. B of the eviction notice. At this time, 

D. E. had his right hand on gun which was half way out of 

pocket and refused to give up his weapon, threatening, "1 111 

shoot the police or anybody who comes near me." All four 

officers were forced to draw their service revolvers in self 

defense as Mr. E. continued in his ad~nt refusal to give 
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up the gun, still ranting wildly that he would shoot anyone 

who came near him. The officers tried to calm Hr. E. with 

words and at the same time moved in closer to momentarily 

distract him. D. E. then started to swing wildly at officers 

with his left fist, while at the same time holding gun with 

right hand at officers. After a violent struggle over furniture .. 
and floor of room, D. E. was finally subdued and a fully 

loaded .22 cal. pistol was taken from his person. During 

the struggle for weapon whereby necessary force had to be 

used, Mr. E. sustained a slight laceration over left eye. 

This was treated with a "Butterfly" band-aid by Dr. Co10nari 

at the College of Medicine and Dentistry Hospital. 

Another issue involves the officer's ability to establish his 
. 

identity and authority as a police officer to the citizen. In one confronta-

tion, a black officer, for example, accosted ~ group of Spanish citizens 
. 

Who were beating an older black man who had bumped into his car. The 

officer described his dialogue as follows: 

Well I see this old man getting beaten. I'm off duty and 

come up and say I'm a police officer. I tell them, "You 

don't have to beat that old man." The man just ignores me, 

like I'm not there, like I don't ~~ist and keeps beating the 

man. Finally ~notl1er guy comes up and hits me \..-1 th a hammer. 

As he's coming back I shoot him in the leg. At the trial 

they all swear they didrt' t know I was a 'cop. 

Gestures are important coamunications in some arced confrontations. 

During one chase, for ~~amp1e, a perpetrator who ~as 1at~r wounded, 

"Gave the finger" to a police officer as he tried to escape. Gritlaces, 

, " 
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verbal insults, short epithets, etc. similarly mark the information 

axchange of many cOlurontations. Often police officers gain a sense of 

the personality of their opponent in this type of exchange. One officer, 

.for example, noted that the man he shot was "a real surly guy. Real 

rude; you could tell by his face." Another officer described a man a·t 

whom he later fired a warning shot at as follows: 'He was just afraid, 

a typical addict. You know, afraid he'd miss his fix. You could tell 

by his face. Just a certaj.n type of person who would kill you for a hit 

of dope." 

The phase of information exchange provides an opportunity for the 

officer to non-lethally (possibly verbally) deter the opponent from 

creating conditions which threaten his life (i.e., pointing a gun at 

him) or authority (fleeing under certain circumstances). It also provides 

an opportunity for the officer to gain further information as to the 

actions of the opponent in response to his commands. For example, an 

officer commented regarding an incident in which he shot a man in the 

leg, IIWhen I saw that he wasn't responding to my telling him to freeze, 

but kep t coming, that I s when I said, 'Hey I got a problem here r I" wnetl 

such dialogue fails, the next stop is violence, perhaps deadly. 

4. The Final Decision 

The culimination of many armed confrontation is of course the use 

of d~adly force by the officer. The opponent has failed to respond to 

orders to drop his weapon, the officer fears that a certain object is a 

gun and has no time for dialogue, or the opponent has actually shot at 

the officer. 

Needless to say, the social psychology of final frames is extremely 

complex, involving the unique characteristics·of circumstanc~s, citizens 
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and officers. In some final frame situations, one might assume that' 

only the most foolhardy or stoic individuals would refrain from shooting. 

In other situations, individual variation is more understandable. 

Many reflexive shootings begin with a shot being fired at the 

officer. One officer, for example, described the following incident: 

We had heard on the radio that there were these guys shoot-. 

ing people in tbe bars--it was a Saturday night--and we got 

a licence plate and start rolling down this hill. Soon we 

spot the car that fit the description of the guys with almost 

the right plates and we follow them. Soon he starts speeding 

ahead and we follow him. The guy suddenly slams on the breaks 

and jumps out of the car and shoots at us with a .45. I was 

lucky. As I jump out I see him aiming, I shoot and hit him. 

It was automatic. 

Another officer described a situation again involving a shot fired 

at him, precipitating an automatic response: 

Well we started running after this guy, and I to be honest 

thought he would just give up like that, but he runs to a car 

and fired. Both my partner and I fired through the front 

~indshield and luckily (I guess) hit and killed him. It 

couldn't have taken more than five seconds. 

Other confrontations and final frames may be of even shorter . 
duration. The final frame of the almost instantaneous shooting 

described earlier was recalled by one of the two officers involved in 

the incident: 

~e went into this kitchen after the guy and he just 

fires at us, just like that. ~e fired back as soon 
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as we could--just like that. It was like my hand did it 

,.,i thout my brain telling mG much. 

The speed in which such reflexive confrontati6ns occur may be 

startling. Another officer, for example, recalled how "th2 car cnme 

towards me, and I thought, 'Oh, my God, thi~ is it, I'm going to die,' 

and I let go a round just as the car was on top of me." Another officer 

recalled, "My partner yells, I vlatch out he I ~ got a gun.' His al.lIl turns 

towards me, that' ... as simple as it was." In some confrontations th'" 

decision to use or not use deadly force emerges out of (an often emotional) 

hand-to-hand struggle. For example, one officer faced a . 

••• Mr. R. who came to within one to two feet of the officer, 

raised his gtm a .• ..1 shot him, striking him in the left side. 

Both men fell to the ground as Officer B. grabbed R. ,s hand 

and the gun. "I knew he was trying to shoot me again because 

I could feel the cylinder of the gun turn. Finally I was able 

to unholster the gun and shoot him." 

Other reflexive shootings occur among large groups of officers. In such 

'shootings, the decision to shoot may be a response to the group of 

officers, rather than to specific actions by the opponent. For exnmple: 

We were in roll call when a "211" [armed robbery) comes over 

the radio right: in front of the station. ~~e all pour out and 

see this VW with a guy shooting at us. I fired mostly cause 

everyone else t.,as. 11m not sure if I hit anything. 

Other final frames tend to involve far more deliberate actions. 

One officer describrs what he called a premeditatud warning shot: 

\~ell, I arres t t:his guy and leave him in tho back of the car. 

All of a sudden he starts running while 11m talking to another 
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guy with his cuffs on and all. I don't want to kill him but 

I'm not gonna let him get away so I take dead aim at his head 

I'm a pretty good shot--all 99's at the range (out of 100), 

then I move I!lY target about six inches to the left and fire. 

That stopped him, sure enough. 

Some officers indicate that they either attempt to ~iss narrowly .. 
their opponents. One officer indicated, for example, "I:hat I \vas aiming 

at the guy's legs. I had to stop him, but I didn't want to kill him." 

Another similarly replied, "that I know..,. they don't like you to do this, 

but ever since I killed that guy in '69, I have aimed at people's legs 

whenever possible." Another officer described aiming a shot "between 

the legs" of a man armed waving a 'IIlachete explaining that he "had to 

pretend to miss because the department don't like warning shots." 

In many incidents, an officer will define a "bottom linen which 

will determine for him whether or not he will shoot. One 9fficer, for 

e. Jmple, described an incident .... 'here he almost shot a "black Hr. Clean ll 

who had assaulted his partner: 

Well, he is on J. and I am behind. I start tugging at him and 

J. says, "C. he's going for my gun, he's going for my gun." I 

really feel helpless because this guy has obviously been 

lifting weights for dozens of years. I pull again and can't 

move him. I s.ay to myself one more tug and if I can 1 t get 

him, then I plug the motherfucker right in the fucking ear. 

Luckily he comes off and we cuff him. 

Another officer desc.L"ibed an encounter with an older man ~dth a 

pistol who had already fired at his nephew. Here he indicates how his 

assessment of the capacities of the opponent .determined for him the 

point at which he would have to use deadly force: 
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Well he's standing there, yelling and cussing and all kinds 

of shit. But I see he's an old man and I feel (I may have 

been wrong) that he couldn't hit anyone with that rifle. 

Even though he pointed at me or near me I felt I could have 

waited and come home alive. 

An officer with several shootings in roughly ten years described 

his analysis of final frame decisions this way: 

It's like you have to calibrate the situation. If a guy 

turns towards me with a weapon he's gone. I've been in 

Vietnam and I've seen what a bullet can do. 

Other officers have quite different decision points. For another: 

It ~omes down to this. I will only shoot if I can be almost 

certain that if I didn't, my life or someone else's would be 

in jeopardy. When you are going to die, that's it .•• You 

are going to die. To be honest, I will put myself in risk 

with this type of philosophy, but this is the way I am. 

At times final frame decisions seem as much determined by other 

factors as the threat posed by the opponent. A common factor in incidents 

where a decision is made not to shoot, for example, is the risk to other 

officers. One officer described how, during a running gun battle, he was 

about to shoot when: 

This guy is coming right by me maybe 60 feet away, I yell 

out, r'Halt or I'll shoot." Level my gun and then see a he.ad 

appear. It's a police officer. I put my gun down ••• 

Risk to citizens is also critically important; one officer described, 

"There was this Puerto Rican guy who shot at Paul and me. We couldn't 
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shoot back because there was this three-year old kid in the room." 

Another officer involved in a drug raid says, "H'e were in this guy's 

apartment, and he goes for a drawer, but his mother and girlfriend are 

in the room, so I hold up." 

Other decisions to shoot or not shoot seem more a function of 

momentum than a conscious decision. "I'm chasing this guy and we go .. 
around a corner and he's there standing looking confused with the gun 

out. To be honest, I just ran into him. I never even thought of shooting." 

Another officer described a situation where he fired his .sun more to 

uncock weapon than anything else: "Hell, I was in this bar and this 

drunk comes over, grabs rue, and says, "~Yho you calling boy?" I grab my 

gun and by mistake cock it (as it turns out). I get control of the guy 

and realize that my big problem will be killing the guy or me by mistake. 

Finally, I got the gun free and let a shot go into the ground, just so I 

wouldn't kill either him or me." 

It is important to note t~lat even in the officer's own mind, some 

final frame decisions defy comprehension. Noreover, an officer who 

either shoots or refrains from shooting will have limited recall of the 

precise circumstances which existed at the instant in which he fired. 

Similarly, officers will often fail to recall in the adrenalin charged 

, ' moment of the confrontation the precise number of shots fired, at whom 

they were aimed, or even,the number of opponents he confronted. 

It also might be observed that in some confrontations one finds 

decisions against shooting are reconsidered when additional information 

comes forth. Such confrontations are sufficiently complex to allo~ 

several points when the officer ~ust decide whether or not to shoot. 
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Finally, contrary to widespread public opinion, the decision to 

shoot is not an easy or light one for officers. As one officer said, 

"It's a human life held in the balance by a pound of pressure placed on 

the trigger of a .38." Another man said, "No one can tell you when to 

take a human life, not the sergeant, not the LA., not the law." It is 

important in this respect to observe in that some officers may have 

"inner guidelines" which are quite different from the department's or 

their superiors. One officer, for example, commented "that around here 

they say you can shoot at a fleeing felon. But I'~ not gonna kill some 

kid with a T.V. set. 1t Another man similarly and powerfully observed: 

"When it comes down to that last moment, it's only between yeu and God 

that tells you when to shoot." 

5. The Aftermath: A Strangely Continuing Relationship 

One of the interesting (and unrecongnized) aspects of police use of 

deadly force is the aftermath of a police shooting episode. 

As stated above, often (in both fatal and nonfa.tal) shootings there 

is an odd continuation of the "relationship" established during the 

'episode. One officer involved in a fatal shooting described how he 

·tried to get his fallen opponent to "wake up:" 

We went into an alley and I let go a few. ! didn't even know 

if I hit him. Soon I see him sitting there. He looks at me 

and falls over. I see blood under his jacket. I start doing 

mouth to mouth resuscitation, yelling at him to get up, to 

talk. He was dead. 

Other post-shooting relationships are considerably less cordial. 

One officer who became involved in a physical fight with a group of 



Hispanic males, ending in the shooting of one opponent in the leg, 

described the aftermath of his encounter as follows: 

Well he is lying there moaning and I call for an ambulance. 

I go over to cover him and turniquet him and he grabs me and 

starts punching me. When we get to the hospital the bastard 

keeps trying tc get up and says he's gonna kill me •.. 

A narcotics detective described the following aftermath of a shooting 

during a narcotics raid as follows: 

Well, this guy goes down with four shots in him. 've think 

he is dead. As soon as he hears the ambulance roll up he 

starts moaning. He thought we would kill him if we were alone. 

Anyway even though he takes a shot at us, he has a good 

lawyer and gets 18 months county time. Three of them he does 

and gets the rest suspended. He's out of the hospital, 

walking around, eating Gino's pizza six weeks later. 

Now he rides by in his LTD and waves. It's like a joke to 

him. 

After an averted shooting, the officer and opponent may discuss 

what might have happened. Following the arrest of a young boy 

w;th a loaded .32 in a dice game, the young man says to the officers: 

I was thinking of going for it, but there was three of 

you and that,' s, too many. T'Q'o of you and I think I night 

have tried it. A year in jail for a weapon is a long 

time. 

In a few aftermaths there develops a strange bond bet, .. een the 

police officer and his form,:--r opponent (and at times the opponent's 

family). A young black patrolman recalled that "this guy I shot in 
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the groin (but didn't kill) would stop my lib lack and white" and tell his 

friends, 'that's the man who could have killed me but didn't, '" One 

officer involved in an encounter which saw a store owner killed by a 

group of tactical team officers (one of whom was shot also in error by the 

dead man who thought he was being robbed and fired) triggered this comment 

at the hospital: 

It was very strange. There was G. lying in one bed shot in 

the throat and there was T. (the storeowner) in the other 

bed. The families just mingled together. G. 's wife went to 

T.'s bed and held his wife. You would have all thought they 

were in the same family. 

The aftermath of the shooting may see powerful emotions ~ibited 

among partners. One officer remarked t.hat after he and his partner killed 

a shotgun-wielding escaped murd~rer (in an incident described earlier): 

We just sat there hugging each other glad to be alive. 

I just thought about ~ wife. It was her birthday and 

said I was glad to be here and hugged my partner. We 

looked weird but we didn't care. 

Another officer shared a memory of an incident in \>1hich he was hit five 

times by a man who was later killed: 

I'll never forget it. Tony just held my hand in the car 

driving to the hospital. You're gonna make it; you're 

gonna make it, just like that. I went into a coma for 

three weeks. Tony never left the hospital. When I got 

out we lost touch sort of but its something we'll always 

share. 

Less positive emotions are also released. Ope officer, commented 

that his partner who 'showed great cowardice in a particular incident 
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attempted to approach liim after the incident saying, "~~e did a good 

job. II The other officer c:.ommented: 

That's the last time I talked to him. I walked to the 

sergeant and said I won't work with that SOB. He was 

transferred the next day. 

Another officer described a scene where his partner and he were 

surrounded by an angry mob which gathered after a fatal shooting and his 

partner began to IIlose contro1. 11 

The guy went down and just began to bleed through his mouth. 

We called for backup and handcuffed him. A crowd gathered so 

we drew our guns. They knew he was a pusher and started 

going through his pockets (believe it or not). I really 

thought we were going to get it. The backup went to the 

wrong address. My partner started to lose it. I started 

ordering him. Like IIUnhandcuff, him.1I "Show your gun!1I 

IILook calmll, stuff like that. We made it but I can't say 

it helped our working relationship. 

Severe trauma marks the aftermath of some (but certainly not all) 

shooting incidents. One officer said, III broke out in hives thinking 

about it, that I almost lost my career, that I nipht go to jail, that I 

al:tlost killed a guy. I was sick." Another officer noted that, lithe 

morning after it was ove~ I just went walking around and kept going back to 

the spot where it happened. I couldn't get it out of r:ry mind. 1I One 

lieutenant in charge of a program to help other officers cope with the 

stress of a shooting said, 11Th ere are lots of surprises: like it nay 

come up weeks or even months after it's over, just when YOt think the 

guy is O.K. Also it may hit the backup officer and not the guy who 
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actually shot. Like we had a case where this guy shot a guy who was 

running at him with two broken Coke bottles. The guy who shot was fine. 

His sergeant who was in the alley calling for assistance fell apart 

screaming, 'Why did it happen, he was so young ... ' He felt responsible 

because he left the younger man alone for a minute when it happened." 

The end point of the aftermath phase is difficult to define. Some 

officers report dreaming of the men they shot years after the incident. 

Legal proceedings may continue for officer and opponent, again several 

years after the incident itself is terminated. It also should be noted 

that in a certain sense the aftermath is not a p'hase in the same sense as 

the earlier four phases. But it is convenient to designate it as such 

for expository reasons so that its importance in the ovirall process 

is highlighted. 

Conclus ions 

In this chapte~ we have outlined a heuristic scheme for analyzing 

police decision-making in armed confrontations. The model we have described 

should serve a useful starting point for generating theory aimed at linking 

-"early" tactical decisions to the outcome of an armed confrontation. Reiss 

,(1980) and Binder and Scharf (1980) have suggested that many armed confronta

tions are avertable only at decision points well before the instant when the 

officer faces an immediate life or death. decision: whether to shoot or not 

shoot. 

The approach we describe here to the analysis of a~ed confrontations 

has a number of policy implications. One important implication stees 

from the assumption of the dual responsibility of police officers and 

citizens in producing violent encounters. While continued stress 

should unquestionably be placed upon the police in attecpts to reduce 
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the inappropriate use of deadly force~ the perspective here raises the 

potentiality of altering citizen behavior in the effort at such reduction. 

A community education program informing citizens about police expectations 

and about typical police response~ to citizen threats is an example of an 

intervention focusing on the way that citizens might communicate with 

police officers to avoid violent confrontations. Another policy icplication 

lies in the area of police decision making. ~rost attempts to reduce deadly 

force have focused upon the final decision to use or not to use deadly force. 

The m06el of a sequential process in a transaction suggests that inter-

vent ions to control deadly force might be effectively aimed at an officer's 

decision well prior to the final-frame. One example of such an early 

phase intervention is found in the implementation of an administrative 

operational rule requiring police officers to call for specialized backup 

support upon confronting an armed, but not immediately threatening, opponent. 

A final policy implication lies in the ~mportance of understanding 

all ~omponents in the transaction faced by the officer in the process 

of assessing performance and recommending administrative change. Too often, 

after-the-fact evaluations and, perhaps, policy decisions are based upon 

superficial aspects of the encounter or upon data available only after the 

decision to use physical force has been made. Thus, an officer cay shoot 

anG kill a burgla; emerging from a house when the burglar reaches into his 

clothing, removes a shiny object, and turns rapidly toward the officer. It 

may later be determined that the shiny object was a cigarette lighter. None-

theless, the decision might have been entirely reasonable at the tice and in 

the transactional context that it was made. It also follows that reconstruc-

tion of a decision to use physical force without full realization of the 
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perspective of the officer at decision-making tiI:le is also freque.ntly 

responsible for negative, even violent, community reactions. 

In Chapter Six, we will continue our analysis of officer ducision-tlaking, 

focusing upon officer characteristics related to the repeated use or 

restraint in the using of deadly force. We will focus upon the psychological 

capacities which are most critical in effectively coping with armed confronta .. 

tions: the ability to control fear, perceive reality objectively, employ 

interpersonal and physical skills, and make responsible moral judgments re

garding the decision to use deadly force in an armed confrontation. 
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THE PROBLEM WITH POLICE OFFICERS IS THAT 

THEY ARE HL~S LIKE THE REST OF US: 

Critical C~m?tencies in the use of deadly force. 
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Portrait of two "shoot~rs" 

Officer Jethro Hastings (a pseudonym) has shot 14 people in his ten 

years 011 a Northeast city police force. Five of these people have died. 

Four have been seriously wounded, two crippled for life. Officer Hastings 

feels he was justified in everyone of these shootings. "The criminal 

provides the provocation. They create the circumstances. They create 

their own problem, the thing that brings it about." In discussing his 

shooting incidents he demonstrates almost a photographj.c memory. tlWe 

were on a stake-out detail in the northside, when I saw him. I walked 

by as if to pass him. He turns around and goes to his pocket. I draw 

out first. As he is dying in the ambulance, he apoligizes for having 

drawn on me." 

Officer Hastings is a much decorated officer. He is respected in 

the community and of all the black officers in the department, he is 

perhaps the most liberal in political outlook; he is considered radical 

by some. Officer Hastings explains that, lithe police officer is a cog 

in the capitalist system. Dealing with the casualities of the econocic 

system is our job." Not incidently, Hastings served as a gunner in an 

airplane in Vietnam. He described in an animated voice what it felt 

like to be in combat: tl40NN's would come out up through the floor. 

Once I flew 59 11K's" [Kilometers) through a gook jungle. The plane 

looked like some green swiss cheese when \~e got back... sometimes ~hen 

you'd go through the jungle ••• you'd see black pajatr~s with holes in 

them. That meant you did your job •.. " 

Since becoming a police officer Hastings has gained a reputation as 

perhaps X city's most aggressive and perhaps courageous cop. He has 

been on tactical, detective, narcotics units and other specialized 
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squads and details. Other officers speak of him in almost reverent 

terms: "You should see Hastings in a street situation. He is as cool 

as a cucumber. Everyone else is shaking, pissing or shiting. Not 

Hastings. He I S cool, like he was strolling in .3. shopping mall." In 

every year but one, during the past ten, he has shot at a human being. 

In four years he has shot at two persons; in one year three. Hastings .. 
loves his work~ He rarely calls in sick and has few disciplinary 

infractions. He also has never in all 14 years "been brought up dirty" 

on a shooting. Hastings says, "theylre all justifiable. All brought on 

by the circumstances that the person brought on himself •• ," 

In another city, Officer Samuel L. Jones (another pseudonym) has, 

in only five years as a police officer, shot seven times, hitting five 

persons and killing three. Officer Jones is a large, red-haired man and 

talks incessently about leaving his job. "I think about leaving lots of 

times" he says nervously, twitching. "Where can I get twenty-thousand 

dollars a year with a high school degree. Get me a twenty-thousand 

dollar job, and I'm gone." Officer Jones expresses a certain degree of 

hatred for the criminals he meets on the street. "You should see them. 

Fucking Nigger Assholes. Fucking Nigger Assholes. "{ou should ship them 

all out of here, back to Africa. The last guy I had to shoot; he comes 

at me with a broken '''t-tiller beer wino" bottle. I wished he had fucking 

died. The fucking Jungl~ bunny was eating Big Macs three months after I 

shot the dirty mother-fur.:ker." 

Officer Jones had had nwnerous "proble.t:lS II '.d.th his local internal 

affairs unit, not only for his shootings but for other matters. Once he 

"talked back" at roll call to his sergeant. Twice he \..'as caught in a 

"Country bar, 11 .... 'hile on duty. Seven other t.iI:les he .... 'as cited for such 
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infractions as slovenly appearance, insulting a superior offico~, nnd 

failure to follow proper arrest procedure, Specific citations refer to 

"unnecessary force", insulting a citizen and accident:al weap"ns discharge. 

"Frankly, II aayll his sf?rgeant ["This of course won't be repeated."] Jones 

is an ~barrassment to us. If it weren't for the Police Association 

making it impossible to fire anyone who isn't an out and out criminal, 

Jones would be long gone," 

Jones has never been in the military and worked as a laborer for 

eight years before he became a police officer at age thirty. He resents 

the "college mother fuckf'ts" who run the department and never faced 

"down a nigger in an altey." He hopes he gets injured badly soon, so 

that he can retire irolll the department and go "WO'J:'lD. farmil'lg." He also 

expresses few regrets about the people he has shot. "A few less miserable 

cocksuckers. Just saving the courts a li.:t10 paper and time ••• " 

"You don't have to kill them:" Two non-Shooters 

George Sullivan (a pseudonym) is perhaps the most decornttad poUce 

• officer on a large inner city department. He has made apvroximutely 

600v felony arrests during his 13 years, or 500 per year or two per 

working shift. On some days, George has arrested more than ten people 

for crimes ranging from dealing narcotics to murder. George is described 

by his commander as Ilhaving no hobbies, but police work. He eats sleeps, 

drinks, thinks about police work. II \;'''hQn an article appeared in a 

national magazine including the ten best police officers in America, 

George was enraged that his name was not included. I\Wh~t the fuck," 

axclaimed George, "some mother-fucker starts a boy scout camp. ~'hat the 

fuck has that got to do with real police '",ork?" 
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George, by his own count, has stripped more than 500 guns and 

roughly 1000 knives, beer bottles, clubs etc. from the citizens he 

encounters in his work. He has only shot once. That shooting (in the 

13 years) was after he ~/as assaulted by a drug addict, armed with a "2 

by 4," from the rear. He sincerely \vishe::; that the guy had died, 

spoiling his record like that. Most times George uses cunning rather 

than his gun to disarm persons: He describes one incident as follows: 

Well I was in this bar and this guy has 

a gun. I walk in just like this, real slow, 

and have my Ke101ite [Six-cell' flashlight] 

out. I say in a loud voice. "Put that fucking 

gun down or I'll break yo~!' thumbs". He just 

drops it, just like that. 

Other times, speed and cunning work to disarm a dangerous criminai. 

You control them, or they control you. You gotta get them up 

on the wall befor~ start thinking about things. Also, in this 

town you gotta get them in the car before a croud of their 

friends show up. That's where a lot of shootings take place. 

Also, watch their hands and eyes, hands and eyes, that's ~here 

a lot of shootings go wrong. ~~en I go into a crowd I just 

watch their hands and eyes, hands and eyes. Never take your 

eyes off their, hands or their eyes. Also never shoot at a 

f1eetng felon, its dangerous to run with your gun. It might 

go off. 

George recently was made a detective. In less than a week he had 

a1ip~ated the entire detective division for his criticizing their produc-

tivity. "Lazy bastards. They ,,'auld rather go to the dentist than 
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arrest people." George is rather proud that he has accomplished so many 

arn~sts with so few resorts to his gun. "I have no qualms killing some 

street assho1e who is threatening my life, but short of that, there are 

other ways to get them in.,," 

Dan Dorsett (again a pseudonym), in a different police department, 

has never fir.~d a shot in 31 years. Dan has (as had Gec~ge Sullivan) 

be~en on every "crazy detail" that existed for the past "umpteen years;" 

tactical squad, narco bureau, cent~a1 city patrol. His Precinct Captain 

describ.es Dorsett as a "cop's cop": tough, honest, courageous. "Dorsett 

is modes t so I.e just doesn't show his medals " bu t he's got them" The 

Captain adds he also observed that he shoots straight "99' s [out of 100] 

on the range. If Dan misses the center of the target he feels depressed 

for a month." 

Officer Dorsett feels that his military experience makes him less 

likely to shoot. 

I saw a lot of that shooting stuff over there. I served in 

Patton's third army going towards Bastogne. If you wanted to 

see shooting and dead people, you had it then. I don't feel I 
. 

have to shoot most people I face. If you are confident you 

can face them down on the street. There may be a time when 

I'd have to, but lets just say I never faced it in 31 years on 

the street. Lik.e one time I saw this guy running from another 

cop on Main Street; I drive down and and all of a sudden I see 

him point a .25 at me. I jumped out of the car and took him 

do~~. Don't ask. me why I don't shoot. I just didn't feel it 

was necessary. 
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Officer Dorsett would much rather talk about his seven children, 

five of whom are pursuing advanced degrees, than police shootings, but 

a modest opinion about what makes 'a police officer shoot or not shoot in 

a split second decision: 

Part of it is luck. The rest can be explained by two 

things: the ability to be able to co.ntrol 

your fear in a crisis situation when any normal 

man would be scared out of his mind. Another 

thing is the skill in handling your weapon, but more 

important is people. 

Thus, Dan thinks that beyond luck there are two things that decide what 

will be the outcome of a particular confrontation: confidence and 

competence. "That I s the two things. If yotl are competent with your 

hands and gun, and confident in your ability to use them, you will do 

okay on the streets. Problem is many guys don't know how to use their 

gun and get afraid when they think they might have to use it .•• Ii 

Critical Competencies In Coping With Armed Confrontations 

What is it that makes an officer become involved in many shootings, 

as in the cases of Officers Hastings and Jones; and ~ .. hy do others avoid 

shooting people, like Officers Sullivan and Dorsett? \mat competencies 

seem to be critical for ~n officer effectively to cope with large numbers 

of armed confrontations without using deadly force? A response to this 

query will be attempted in the rest of this chapter. Clearly, part of 

the differences among the officers may be ~~lained by the nucber of 

confrontations faced by each officer: the number of confrontations in 

which the officer could have used deadly force. It Qight be suggested, 
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as a start, that an officers' propensit~ to use d~adly force might be 

evaluated by a ratio analogous to the batting average concept used in 

baseball. Just as a batter who gets 100 hits in 309 at bats (or hits cit 

a .j33 average) is considered to be a better hitter than a player who 

gets only 75 hits in as many at bats (he hits at only a .250 average), 

so too, we must use a baseline to balance fer number of opportunities; 

that is, we must relate the number of times he actually fires to the 

number of armed confrontations he has encountered. Thus, for example, 

an officer who has experienced many armed confrontations (e.g. 100 armed 

confrontations) and onl; fires three times may have a lower shooting 

rate than does an officer who fires only twice, but faces far fewer 

confrontations (e.g. ten armed confrontations). 

To illustrate this conception of "shooting ratio" we offer in Table 

1, three hypothetical officers each with different shooting ratio~: 

(shots fired) ._ As the reader will observe, officers differ 
(armed confrontations) 
both in terms of the times fired at citizens and in the number of armed 

confrontations faced: the first officer fire.s at a .03 rate (3/100); a 

second officer fires at a .20 rate (or 2/10); and a third officer fires 

at a .33 rate (or 1/3). 

Table 1 

Hypothetical Shooting ratios of Three Officers 

Shooting Average = number of shots fired 
number of armed confrontations 

Officer A: Shoots 3 times in 100 armed coni' ,ntations, or a .03 
shooting rate. 

Officer B: Shoots Z times in 10 armed confrontatiol1s, or a .20 
shooting ra.te. 

Officer ". Shoots 1 time in 3 armed confrontations, or a .33 ..... 
sho'?ting rate. 
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These examples make it clear that judging an officer's propensity 

to shoot must be done not only in terms of the numerator (shots fired), 

but in terms of the denominator (number of armed confrontations) as 

well. There is a major problem in operationalizing this ratio. 

The denominator for a particular officer is very difficult to 

determine. . There are simply no systematic records of armed confrontations. 

The number of times an opponent is faced with a weapon, or, more meaning-

fully, the number of times an officer believes an opponent might have a 

weapon is, in effect, unknown. 

But even if the figures for the denominators were available, the 

obtained ratios would not provide the full answer. 

As we observed in Chapter Five, early actions and decisions by the 

police officer (e.g. the way he interprets information, engages the 

opponent and communicates information to him) may increase or decrease 

the number of armed confrontations the officer faces. For example, an 

officer who frequently stops his car while off duty to check out suspicious 
. 

persons in his neighborhood will almost inevitably have a hi8her armed 

confrontation rate than will an officer who remains oblivious to all but 

the most blatant criminal activities seen in off-duty circumstances. An 

important difficulty, then, in the officer shooting ratio construct is 

that the denominator is a function of the activity-level of the officer. 

It will be large for an ~ggressive officer and s~ll for an officer who 

avoids dangerous situations except when there is no other choice. 

Incidentally, it should be noted that various· indirect procedures 

have been used to estimate contact or hazard rates. For ~~ample, Sherman 

(1980), Fyfe (1980), Meyer (1980), and Harding and Fahey (1973) have 
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used such indices as "Part I" offenses, 'felony arrests, and murder rates 

to serve as indicators of hazard or contact. These are, ot course all 

encompassing statistics that may conceal impvrtant differences in actual 

hazard. A particular officer, for example, might confront more criminals 

determined to shoot their way to freedom though his felony arrest rate 

is identical to that of another offi>~;er. And the quality and implications 

of Part I offenses, felony arrests, and so forth vary considerably over 

cities and even precincts within a city. 

While, as we have just observed, it is difficult to ascertain an 

officer's (or department's) precise armed confrontation rate, it appears, 

that when estimates of armed confrontations are accounted for, wide 

differences in officer shooting rates exist. Officer Jones) for example, 

may have encountered 20 armed confrontations and fired in seven of them. 

Officers Sullivan and Dorsett, apparently, have both encountered at 

least several hundred armed confrontations and have only one shot between 

them. How, we might ask) do we explain these differences in the individual 

propensity to shoot? What competencies do the non-shooting officers 

'possess that make them able to cope effectively with numerous and possibly 

extr~~ely difficult and dangerous armed confrontations, and rarely fire. 

To explore these issues we will look at four psychological dimensions 

related to the police officer's use of deadly force: the control of 

human emotions; the discrimination of real and apparent events in shooting 

confrontations; interpersonal, physical, and weapons skills; and finally, 

moral judgements regarding the decision to shoot. 

We will hypothesize and demonstrate (but not prove) the follo~~ng 

relationships: 



(1) That officers with poor emotional control, inability accurately 

to perceive events in rapidly occurring encounters~ poo~ 

skills and primitive moral judgements will be more likely to 

shoot than will other officers (of course, controlling for 

contact rates). 

(2) That the above capacities may bear upon decision making both .. 
in early phases of the encounter (See Chapter Four) and in the 

I 
t: 

'ffinal frame." 

(3) That these competencies may be said to interac~ in that a 

deficiency in one area may make other competencies more difficult 

to implement: e.g., a frightened officer may be unlikely to 

use his demonstrated interpersonal skills in a terror inducing 

encounter. 

(4) That the ability to cope with an armed confrontation requires 

a high level of skill in each of these four areas; and that 

training and experience might plausibly increase these competencies, 

thus making inappropriate uses of deadly 'force less likely. 

Human Emotions and the Decision to Use Deadly Force 

Human emotions reflect a central psychological dimension related to 

police use of deadly force. In a single encounter, an officer may feel 

terror, fear, sympathy,.sh~e, and horror. It would seem clear that the 

ability to monitor appropriately s1lch emc.ltions may bear heavily upon the. 

final outcome of the episode. 

Sympathy or abhorance felt towa'tds the opponent cay be an important 

factor in determining how long an officer v:ould "I.·ait out" a particular 

ambiguous (1. e., not immediately or certainl)' life threatening) prclvocation. 
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One officer, for example, described an encounter with a .knife-wielding, 

insane man as follows: 

When I go to this 5-50 [mentally disturbed person call] I 

meet this woman who tells me her son is crazy and is from 

Central State Hospital and begs me not to hurt him. I must 

have backed off three full city blocks tr)'ing not to hurt that 

lady more than she's been hurt. 

Anothe,r officer described a situation where he was faced with a report 

that a man had a loaded shotgun under a beach towel: 

A citizen tells us there's this guy over here with a shotgun. 

We go to check it out and there's this older Hispanic man with 

what looks like a gun under this machete. D. and I yell 'put 

it down, put it down', but he's real drunk. He doesn't understand. 

Finally we take the towel off and see it's a machete he's 

keeving for self-protection. I think it was his eyes. He 

didn't look like a bad guy. I kind of liked him; I think if he 

acted a bit different, who knows? 

In other episodes a lack of empathy may influence, if not actually 

.determine, the officer's decision to shoot: 

There was this liB and E" in an old woman's house. This addict 

too!< this old lady's sewing machine that she used to make 

clot.hes with for the people in the neighborhood. It was like 

a piece of her was stolen by the guy. I was so mad. ~~en we 

finally found him, and he died, I was thinking more a,bout that 

lady and less about him. After it was over the lady didn't 

want to knOt.r about the guy (even though there was an ambulance), 



but rather just grabbed her sewing machine and ht.lgg.ed it like 

a child. 

Obviously, a particularly important emotion is the feal:' associated 

with an armed confrontation. Officers who have been involved in deadly 

force situations frequ'?T1.tly describe them afterwards as "hair raiSing", 

"spooky", .. "'terrorizing", or "insane"; they portray their own l~eactions 

as ranging from "sheer terror" to' a "calm panic". These emotions of an 

armed cor~rontation obviously make deliberate decision-making difficult. 

One officer noted that he almost went into shock believing that: "this 

was it, I might really die". Some officers will even show ext:r:t~e 

physical reactions to the emotional stress of the shooting situntion. A 

young black officer, for example, described to us his response :Ln a 

situation where he "came within a hair" of killing a paraplegic man 

armed with a loaded shotgun: 

It all started when _____ and I ha~ gone Code 7 [stopped for 

dinner] • A guy came from out of the chicken place arId said 

"there is a guy in the back of the parking lot." I went 

through the restaurant while _____ went around the side. I 

see this guy in a wheelchair wi.th a shotgun. I pulled my 

revoh'er out of my holster, not sure what to think. My heart 

is pounding, "Can I kill a cripple?" I tell the guy to drop 

his gun. He doesn't do anything but slowly turns towards 

me •.• Finally he dropped his gun. He was a little snockered, 

bu t wasn't going to kill nobody. h'hen l' sa t do\.,-n to ea t I had 

to put a napkin over my pants to cover the urine. It was 

fear! 
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Rubinstein (1973), quoted an officer involved in his first shooting 

as :!laying "these two guys involved in a holdup shot at me. I pulled my 

gun but my arm was shaking so bad, I couldn't hold it steady." 

An alternative emotional response to an armed confrontation may be 

unrealistic detachment. A female officer, who froze when a man pulled a 

gun at her, said that "it was like time was standing still. It wasn t 

real. II This type of response to a shooting episode closely approximat~s 

a symptom often found in reaction to military combat or civilian catastrophe. 

In this component of what is called a "traumatic reaction," the person's 

emotions become detached from what is immediately happening to him. The 

person becomes unreasonably "objective". Events seem to be objectively -
observed, as if by another person. One officer, for ~~ple, faced with 

a shotgun wielding, escaped murderer described his ~~erience as follows: 

"I thought about my wife who was sick at the time. It was like the 

seconds were hours." Another officer similarly said: When I heard a 

voice behind me say 'Eat it cop' and heard the shot it was like I w;s in 

the movies. I didn't believe it was real until I somehow jumped through 

I a window and started shooting." 

As we observed in Chapter Four, early events in the encounter may 

influence the emotions of both the officer and the citizen. Toch (1976), 

Westley (1970), and Huir (1977) have suggested that some potentially 

violent police transactions with civilians "escalate" in affective 

pitch, mutual hostility, and danger. They imply that such v~olence-

inducing transactions are perhaps most common in social situations where 

the civilian may be psychologically constructed as "the enem}·II: this 

is, of course, common in police-citizen transactions in racially polarized 

and economically divided communities. Toch (1976) suggests that at 
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least some armed confrontations begil'). with either a non-verbal or 

verbal evocative communication, which gradunl1y leads to open hostility 

and possibly the death or injury to either the citizen or the police 

officer. Such transactions, according to this perspective, create in 

the officer a psychologiGa1 state wherein he is increasingly angered, 

frightened, threatened, terrorized, and humiliated. To these cumulatively ... 

debilitating emotions, it seems, some ind:!Nidua1s will find violence a 

tempting release • 

Certain types of confrontation are viewed by police. officers as 

possessing a high risk of emotional escalation. One police officer 

shared with us his reaction to a "near shooting" at a Hispanic wedding 
.. 

celebration: 

I was called to this Chicano wedding ••• (things always start 

there). All of a sudden, after we told them to shut up ••• 

this heavy asshole comes over, pours wine on me and calls oe a . 
mocher-fucl{.ing "cuerpo" [pig]. I pull out my gun and say to 

myself, if these cocksuckers don't back off, I'm taking some 

of them with me. Luckily the backup team got ther~ just as 

I'm getting agitated. 

Hatred in itself is often a key emotion in armed confrontations. 

t~i1e few officers will actually kill out of pure anger, often there is 

a point where the angry,. sometimes brutal, side of human nature may be 

revealed in even the seemingly most mild mannered of police officers 

Rubinstein (1973) suggests: 

Very few policemen use ph)'sical force gratuitously. A oon 

will cajole, joke, advise, threaterl, and counsel rather than 
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hit, but once his authority is questioned he is prepared to 

respond with whatever force is necessary •.• The policeman who 

suys, 'If some bastard hurts me, I'~ not just gonna win, I'm 

gonna. get even, and he's gonna know that I hurt,' is expressing 

a thought tha.t violates the law, but one that cannot be eliminated 

because the law allows policemen to treat alleged criminals 

d:l.fferently from people who are not criminals ••. 

Such feelings of hatred are usually directed at criminals who 

threaten either the officer or his partner. After capturing three teen

aged black males who had robbed a 50-year old woman and then pointed a 

gun at an officer, an older black officer told them in no uncertain 

terms; "what I hate most of all is wise-ass niggers who don't respect 

life and law and property. I want to do you little mother-fuckers in." 

Another officer, after just wounding a man who had shot at him, indignantly 

told the lieutenant investigating the incident, "'fuat do you expect me 

to do. The mother-fucker shot at me. The mother-fucking, cock-sucking 

bastard shot at me!" 

The hatred a police office .. • may feel towards individuals who are 

perceived as threats to hi!:> life is no small consideration in a psycholog

ical understanding of police uses of deadly force. The charged emotions 

of any potential shooting confrontation can lead to actions and responses 

which, while not rational, are readily understandable responses to the 

provocation. Wambaugh, in his ~ Centurians, describes an episode in 

which a young Chicano officer, Serge Duran, has his life threatened by a 

juvenile gang member: 
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"They're bailing outl" Hilton shouted and Serge lOClked up to 

see the Chevrolet skidding to a stop in the middle of Seto 

Street as all four doors were flung open. 

"The one in the right rear fired the shot. Get himl" 

}iilton yelled as Serge was running in the street before the 

radio car finished the jolting sliding stop • .. 
Several passing cars slammed on brakes as Serge chased 

the Rojo in the brown hat and yellow Pendleton shirt down Soto 

and east on Wabash. Serge was utterly unaware that he had run 

two blocks at top speed when suddenly the air scorched his 

lungs and his legs turned weak, but they were still running 

through the darkness. He had lost his baton and his hat, and 

the flashlight fluttering in his s~"inging left hand lighted 

nothing but empty sidewalk in front of him. Then his man was 

gone. Serge stopped and scanned the street frantically. The 

street was quiet and badly lit. He heard nothing but his 

outraged thudding heart and the sawing breaths that frightened 

him. He heard a barking dog close to his left, and another, 

and a crash in the rear yard of a rundown yello,,, frame house 

behind him. He turned off the flashlight, picked a yard 

farther west and crept between two houses. tfuen he reached 

the rear of the house he stopped, listened, and crouched do~~. 

The first dog, two doors in.my, had stopped barking, but the 

other in the next yard ",as snarling and yelping as though he 

was bumping against a taut chain. The lights were going on 

and Serge waited. He jerked his gun out as the figure appeared 

from the yard gracefully \,,'ith a light, lE!ap over the "'ooden 
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fence. He was there in the driveway silhouetted against 

the whitewashed background of Lhe two-car garage like 

the paper mnn on the pistol range, and Serge was struck 

with the thought that he was no doubt a juvenile and 

should not be shot under any circumstances but defense 

of your life. Yet he decided quit~ calmly that this 

~ojo was not getting another shot at Serge Duran, and he 

cocked the gun which did not startle the dark figure who 

was in the intense beam of the five-cell. Serge had 

already taken up the slack of the fleshy padding of the 

right index finger and this .Bs.i2. would never know that 

only a microscopic layer of human flesh over unyeilding 

finger bone kept the hammer from falling as Serge E>xerted 

perhaps a pound of pull on the trigger of the cocked 

revolver which was pointed at the stomach of the boy. 

"Freeze,1f Serge breathed, watching the hands of the 

boy and deciding that if they moved, if they move at 

all ••• 

"Don't! Don't," said the boy. who stared at the 

beam, but stood motionless, one foot turned to the side) 

as in a clumsy stop-action camera shot. "Oh, don't," he 

said and Serge realized he was creeping fo~~ard in a 

duck walk, the gun extended :i,~, front of him. He also 

realized how much pressure he was exerting on the trigger 

and he always wondered why the hammer had not fallen. 

"Just move," Serge whispered, ns he circled the 

quive.ring boy and moved in behind him. che flashlight 



under his arm as he patted the Rojo down for the gun 

that had made the orange flash. 

"I don't got a weapon," said the boy. 

"Shut your mouth," said Serge, teeth clenched, and 

as he found no gun his stomach began to loosen a bit and 

breathing evened. Serge handcuffed the boy carefully .. 
behind his back, tightening the iron until the boy 

winced. He uncocked and holstered the gun and his hand 

shook so badly that for a second he almost considered 

holstering the gun still cocked ba~ause he was afraid 

the hammer might slip while he uncocked it. 

"Let's go," he said, finally, shoving the boy ahead of 

him. Hhen they got to the front .Jtreet, Serge saw 

several people on the porches, and two polic~ cars were 

driving slowly from opposite directions, spotlights . 
flashing, undoubtedly looking for him. Serge shoved the 

boy into the street and when the beam of the first 

spotlight hit them the radio c~r accelerated and jerked 

to a stop in front of them •• 

Ruben Gansalvez was the passenger officer, and he 

ran around the car throwing open the door on the near 

side. 

"This the one who fired at you?" he asked. 

"You prove it, puto," the boy said·, grinning now 

in the presence of the other officers and the three or 

four onlookers who were standing on porches, as dogs for 



three blocks howled and barked at the siren of the help 

car which had raced code three to their aid. 

Serge grasped the boy by the neck, bent his head 

and shoved him in the back seat, crawling in beside him 

and forcing him to the right side of the car. 

"Tough now that you got your friends, ain't you, 

pinchi jura," said the boy and Serge tightened the iron 

again until the boy sobbed, "You dirty motherfucking 

cop." 

"Shut your mouth," said Serge. 

"Chi~ga eu madre." said the boy. 

"I should have killed you." 

"Tu madre." 

19 

And then Serge realized he was squeezing the hard 

rubber grips of the Smith & Wesson. He wcs pressing the 

trigger guard and he remembered the way he felt when he 

had the boy in his sights, the black shadow who had 

almost ended him at age twenty-four '''hen his entire life 

was in front of him 

The passage suggests some of the powerful (and ugly) emotions 

which may be vented at a suspect during a violent encounter. It 

also indicates hJW a particular type ~f suspect might produce an 

especially powerful response on the part of the police officer. 

Rubinstein (1973), similarly, describes an incident where an 

officer was disarmed by a man who shot at him, although he later 

was able to wrestle the suspect to the ground. :1,'e were rolling 

around, you know, and he still had the gun and I was holding on to 
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his gun so he couldn't shoot me. I was biting him on the face and 

kicking, my mouth was filling up with his blood and he \vas screa.:rning. 

• • When he gave up, I just stood there holding my gun and I 

really ~vanted to kill him. I did, but I just couldn't shoot. I 

smashed him with the butt ••. " 

Such responses by police officers might be exacerbated by 
~ 

events which occurred immediately preceding the armed confrontation. 

A fight with one's wife, a drunk throwing up on one's shirt, 

financial problems, or other tensions might create a climate of 

temporary "emotionaJ, risk" for the officer. One California officer, 

for example, who had recently buried his mother, angrily pummeled 

a citizen who, during a liquor store dispute, called him a "mother-

fucker". Al;o., a long shift of heated confrontations may find an 

entire squad, precinct, or even department with nerves badly 

frayed. 

Specific preludes to a potential shooting episode may increase 

the liklihood of a heated emotional response by th~ officer. 

"High speed chases ,. are infamous among police officers in this 

respect. Often a chase will last for many minutes and miles, 

posing great risk to the officers as well as citizens; simply 

following a speeding car. for several miles can be unnerving in 

itself. A sergeant descr~bed the aftermath of one chase as follows. 

Well, we was following this guy through at least six 

to\o."!lS •.• up into LA County. dov.'Tl again into Orange 

County. ~';e had three cars frot!! our PD involved, and t,,'o 

from An)~ay, finally this kid crashes into a big 

RV on the street aftl.!!r thf!y had gone ·more t~an tv.'enty 
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miles. I ge t to the scene and I s'ee the officers roughin' 

him up, you know, smacking him with nightsticks, hitting 

his ribs. I decided to let them get it out. If I tried 

to stop them, next time they might kill the guy before I 

get there. 

IICalls ll just prior to an armed confrontation might seriously 

affect an officer's attitude and emotional state during the confronta

tion itself. For example, one officer who had \n.tnessed a brutal 

beating of a family just moments before being dispatched to a 

Ushots fired" call involving the same suspects, and the call 

resulted in a fatality. Often a IIcrazy job" in which an officer 

must respond to a "man witl-} a gun ll
, "an armed robbery", "a DOA", 

or II shots fired" calls may sel."iously affect his emotional equilibrium 

in a subsequent armed confrontation. Supervisors say that the 

last two hours of a difficult shift may find men in an extremely 

vulnerable psychological state. One sergeant in a high crime 

urban police department commented: 

I don't know how to put it, but by midnight on Saturday 

'L1igh t, I've got a bunch of lunatics out there. Th~y 

tell the dispatchers to go fuck themselves ig they don't 

like the job. They are hungry, are thinking about 

getting laid in a few hours, and reall~' don't give a 

fuck about anything. If we don't have enough supervisors 

out there (and that's usually the case) watch out. , • 

Therefore, the role of emotions in a heated armed confrontatior. 

is an important factor to consider in some shooting decisions by 

police officers. This factor is ignored in many discussions of 
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police use of deadly force. Just as it is misleading to pretend 

that warfare is conducted by soldiers dutifully and stoically 

facing death (and rationally deciding to kill the enemy), so too 

is it misleading to fail to understand that the police officer, as a 

human being, may be terrified in a potential shooting confrontation. 

Common responses to this terror might be anger, hatred, and a .. 
desire to humiliate the opponent. (Alternatively, ~s discussed 

earlier, some officers may show greater compassion or empathy for 

some opponents as opposed to others.) On occasion, bizarre (and 

sometimes tragic) outcomes are explained on the basis of the 

intense emotions. In an event related earll.er, an off.,.,duty officer 

mistakenly shot and killed his wife who was being fondled by a 

robber/molester; in another encounter an excited officer shot his 

own windshield, which he neglected to notice, was in the line of 

fire in a car-to-car shooting exchange. Such "errors" would be 

less likely were not the emotional demands of armed confrontations 

so extreme, or the officers involved under better control in the 

most extreme of human encounters. 

Distinguishing Appearance From Reality in Armed Confrontations 

A related psychological factor is the factual ambiguity 

implicit in armed confrqntations and the officer's ability to define 

objective reality in a heated and rapidly occurring confrontation. 

In rapidly evolving shooting incidents, what is believed true may 

not appear l~ter in fact to be true. Many errors in the use of 

deadly force may be related to the inability accurately to define 
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the facts of the shooting encounter. The majority of shooting 

situations occur at night (Fyfe, 1977; Milton, et a1., 1977; 

Kobler, 1975) under conditions in which it is very difficult to 

distinguish appearances from reality. One suburban patrolman, for 

example, described to us the £(1 i~.C"wing episode: 

A guy and a woman robbed a: __ store in __ _ town. 

An officer told the guy to stop, and the guy told the 

gal to get along; so we chased them up the freeway. 

followed the pursuit. The pursuit got off the freeway. 

They went right in front of me! I heard on the radio 

"245b-- __ l1-- t his officer. This means assault with a 

deadly weapon on an officer. Everyone assumed that 

meant they shot at h~-that they were armed and dangerous. 

Later I found out that what happened was that he rammed 

his car, which is also assault. They got in front of 

me. I got involved in the pursuit. I got along outside, 

and I rolled down the window. I was about to shoot. I 

noticed the driver was a woman. I say to myself, if I 

see a gun coming, I shoot. I also noticed that her 

fender was busted. She couldn't get over 50 MPH. The 

rubber was tearing at the wheel ..• Finally we ran 'em 

off; no one gets hurt, shot. It's funny. I almost shot 

thinking that they had a gun •.• 

This confusion as to what LA. Thomas (1931) calls the I1defini-

tion of the situation" is compounded by the reality that many 

officers involved in shooting episodes are (as ... ·e noted) in a 

heightened state of emotional turmoil. Even though an officer may 



respond appropriately to a confrontation ,h2 may only have the 

vaguest conception of the actual facts facing him. Post-shooting 

interviews often reveal important differences between the events 

reported by the shooting officer and the facts that are later 

established to havR occurred. For example, one officer reported 

five shots being fired in an incident which actually saw more than .. 
30 exchanges of gunfire. A decorated officer who had been involved 

in a shooting episode, for example, described ironically how he he had 

"pulled a Wyatt Earp" (i.e., shot the gun out of a suspect's hand): 

There were these two "hypes", They came towards me about 15 

feet apart with what looked like "22's". I instinctively 

fired. My heart was going crazy. I got a medal for shooting 

the gun out, I only told a few people that I was really 

shooting at the other guy. I really didn't see exactly what 

happened. 

Another officer commented to us, in retrospect, about how a.confused 

situation, rapid time perspective, and heightened emotions created a 

situation where he almost shot a fellow plainclothes officer: 

There was a situation where a guy was shot. Officer B says, 

"Hey, there's a guy been shot",.and calls for help. He S3YS, 

"I don't know if the suspect is still in the house or not." 

Everyone who was working was there. (Later he found out the 

guy had shot himself because of his ex-wife.) A lady comes 

from next door yelling, "Therets a man in l!IY backyard. He's 

wearing a blue shirt and he's go t a gun." ~~e 've go t s ho tguns 

cocked and loaded •.• and I almost shot .•. but it turns 

cut it's a plainclothes officer fro~ another P.D who's answered 

the call. 
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Factual confusion in armed confrontation might be related to the 

fact that police officrs, according to several studies (Fyfe, 1978; 

Sherman, 1980; Milton, et a1., 1977), hit only a small percentage of the 

people they shoot at. Estimates of the shot-fired to person-hit ratio 

vary from 1:6 to 1:4 of all shots fired at h~n targets. This is 

especially interesting in that we find numerous examples of officers 

missing several shots from distances as close as Seven to ten feet. One 

officer described a shooting after a "Molotov cocktail" was thrown 

during a riot in the 1960's at a group of sL~ officers standing on a 

street corner. The officers fired a total of more than 20 shots at the 

man, all of the shots miSSing. Another officer similarly fired five 

shots at a man standing less than six feet from him, missing with every 

shot! 

The confused factual context of an armed confrontation at times 

will have tragic implications as was the case with intense emotional 

response. Officers will in fact make sh~oting decisions based on wh~t 

they believe to be true Which, of course, may prove quite different from 

what in fact is true. The follOWing article fro::l the New York Times, 

dealing with a shooting among out-of-uniform officers provides an example 

of the consequences mistaken perceptions might play in a shooting 

situation: 

~~Toman Slain in Gun Fight Bet'l.'een 

Off-Duty Officers 

A 24-year-old woman was fatally wounded early yest~~rday in the 

East New York Section of Brookl)~ when caught in the crossfire 

between a Rousing Authority officer and a Correction Department 

officer who were exchanging shots because of a dual case of 
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mistaken identity, the police said. Both off-duty officers 

were wearing street clothes at the time. 

The shooting started when the correction officer saw a 

housing patrolman standing gun in hand over a man and a woman 

and apparently mistook him for a robber. The woman had been 

arguing with the officer about trying to get her car out of a .. 
parking space. 

The victim of the shooting was Maria Pellot of 749 Franklin 

D. Roosevelt Drive. She was killed in a parking, area at 

Pitkin Avenue and Crescent Street as she stood near her car. 

She had been visiting friends in the area. 

The two officers, involved in the gun battle, in which' 

nine shots were exchanged, wer.e Housing Officer James Gibson, 

31 years old, and Correction Officer. Robert Johnson, 26. 

Detective John Britt, who was passin~ at the tine--shortly 

before 1 a.m. --halted tbe shooting and disarmed the t'tol0 men. 

As Detective Britt later ~eported, the other officers 

were crouching behind cars when approached. 

He said that he had dra't.m his gun, and sho~dng his police 

shield to Officer Gibson, asked him to stop shooting. But the 

officer kept firing. Detective Britt said that he then approached 

Officer Johnson ~nd persuaded him to cease shooting. Then he 

and Officer Johnson, shouting to Officer Gibson, convinced ~i~ 

that they were officers and got him to desist. 

Hrs t. Pellot was taken to Brookdale Hospital \,'here she 

died of a bullet wound in the stomach. 
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Officers Gibson and Johnson were questioned at the Sutter 

Avenue police station and released pending further investigation. 

An autopsy is to be performed on the woman, and a ballistic 

test will be made to determine whose weapon had fired the 

fatal shot. A loaded .25-caliber automatic was found at the 

scene of the shooting. 

The incident started when Mrs. Pellot tried to get her 

car out of parking space and found it was blocked by Officer 

Gibson's double-parked automobile. 

Officer Gibson, who lives nearby, saw her and went to his 

apartment to get his car keys so that he could move his vehicle. 

When he returned, he saw Mrs. Pellot hitting his car with a 

pipe in frustration. 

The officer tried to take the pipe from the woman A 

passerby saw the struggle, went to-Mrs. Pellot's aid and 

punched Officer Gibson in the face, The officer then drew his 

service revolver and said he was going to arrest them. 

At this juncture, Officer Johnson--on a passing bus--saw 

Officer Gibson holding his gun over the man and Mrs. Pellot. 

Officer Johnson got off the bus and fired. The two men 

unaware that the other was an officer, then started their sun 

battle. The pedestrian fled. 

An episode described in Chapter Four from Los Anseles similarly 

involved a tragic and mistaken perception of reality. A pair of Los 

Angeles police officers were protecting a murder witness when a 15-

year-old boy hurdled the fence into the yald of the ~itness. The ho:icide 

investigator for the departcent related the shooting to the fact "that 



the officer was blinded by floodlights from a nearby apartment building!! 

leading the officers to believe that he was attacking the witness. 

According to the LAPD press release: 

The subject (young Washington) climbed atop the fence ••• and 

was apparently preparing to jump into the yard when he was 

observed by the Metropolitan Division o:l:ficers. Officer .. 
Holland identified himself as a Los Angle-1es police officer and 

ordered the subject to "freeze!!. He failed to comply, jumped 

from the fence into the yard and started to turn toward the 

officers. Based upon the subject's surreptitious entry into 

the yard, the officers believed that he was armed and would 

attempt to accost the witness. Officer Holland fired three 

rounds from his service revolver, fatally wounding the subject 

in the head. 

Another case of "mistaken ,identity" occurred in East Los Ange1.es, 

involving the slaying by the police of an non-English speaking Mexican 

man TNho had picked a toy plastic gun out of the garbage can and was 

carrying it home to his children. After he failed to obey an order to 

stop by two officers, he was killed. Similar confusion might be illustrat-

ed by a case where a hostage was shot because a SlvAT team officer confused 

him with one of his captors, Another tragic incident involved a suburban 

police officer who was c,a11ed to a burglary-in-progress call in the home 

garage of a carpenter. As he approached the open garage he saw a man 

with a long "pointed" object. He called to the man lito freeze", The 

man turned towards the officer. The officer fired three shots, almost 

fatally wounding the can. The can he wounded turned out to be the 

homeowner who was carrying a tire iron while ,chasing a group of teenagers 
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who had burglarized his garage. Fyfe (1978) described an incident where 

a New York police officer killed two armed Puerto Rican males who were 

seen standing with pistols above a young well-dressed black boy. 

Subsequent analysis showed that the men he killed were the o\~ers of a 

"Bodega lt which had just been robbed by the boy who the officer presumed 

to be their innocent vict~. The boy who was arrested was later discovered 

to have been pointing a small revolver at the two men who were tt)'ing t~ 

hold him at bay. 

Even under the best of circumstances it is difficult for the most 

experienced officers fully to distinguish facts from images. An officer 

will commonly believe an opponent is firing at him when other officers 

behind him are in reality firing at the opponent. Cigarette lighters 

may, in the dark, appear to be pistols; a man reaching for his I.D. may 

look as though he 1S reaching for a weapon. An interesting issue in 

this respect involves the relationship of cultural differences to mistaken 

perceptions. Perceptions are influenced by the set with which a situation 

is approached, and different kinds of people produce different sets in 

I officers. A person of a given minority group may appear more dangerous 

than a middle-class Caucasion in similar circumstances. A black can, 

for example, in an older car (in even a routine automobile stop) may be 

approached with a gun drawn. Similarly, the time of day or week, culturally 

defined body language (for example, patterns of gesturing), and even 

dress might have a significant impact upon the officer's subjective 

assessment of the danger of a particular encounter, and that set could 

affect perception. 

It should be noted, as well, that t~.tare are "1UI:1erous cases of 

"misreading lt social reality that result in jeopardy or death to the 



misperceiving police officer. One officer we interviewed soon after a 

shooting described how he spent several seconds in a dangerous situation 

attempting to decide if a man behind him was just a fellow officer 

"fooling with him": "I was on patrol in ._ looking in an alley on a 

reported 459 [i.e., burglary]. I didn't see anything and started back 

to the car .• All of a sudden, I heard this guy behind me say 'freeze, 

copper' from behirld this fence. I didn't believe it at all. It wasn It 

like real. When I heard a cap go off I decided it was for real and dove 

in some bushes." Another officer refused to shoo,t a man ~o1ho shot twice 

at him bp.cause he wasn't sure the "gun was real. I., The weapon later 

turned'out to be a quite real .38-caliber revolver which had misfired. 

Another officer was shot when he walked into a middle-class neighbornood 

and "missed" a very real gun in the hands of a middle-I!lass housewife. 

Police communication techniques, as discussed in Chapter Four) may 

contribute to the often mistaken social perceptions of the officer faced . 
with a decision to use deadly force. Dispatch calls may suggest ~~tremely 

misleading appraisals of potential suspects. At times a dispatcher will 

refer to a getaway car brushing a police car as "assault on a police 

officer with a deadly weapon." Other departments will transmit a "man 

with a gun" call to an officer without qualifying the source of the 

information. In some cities, suspect descrip tions will be ~~tremel)' 

vague, fitting literally.hundreds of persons. Also officers may be 

lulled by dispatched information which they might do~~play or even 

dismiss. For ~~ample: 

At about that n:i,ght we had arrested three people for "false 

reporting. .. \,'hat they were doing was calling "man ,dth a sunil 

because they felt that that was the onl)' ~'ay they ""erCl going 
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to get service. One woman believe it or not was a school 

teacher who wanted medic.al help for her son and called in IIman 

with a gu'n." Anyway that night we get our fifth, I said fifth 

IIman with a gun" cn1l. We are ho-hu.c::ning it up the Colanade 

Apartments elevator, just jiving, us and a team from East. 

Anyway the door opens and we nearly shir seeing this guy with 

a gun. That taught me something. 

It would seem reasonable to hypothesize that there exist psychological 

differences among individual officer's ability to F~rceive and interpret 

information (and effectively act on it). Officers themselves believe 

that some officers have almost an uncanny a.bi1ity accurately to recognize 

and assess dangerous situations. One officer described another as 

possessing "antennae that other guys didn't even know were there". 

Another officer was described as "being ab1fl to see things you or I 

never would. Like we are passing a bus station and he sees something 

that looked like a bulge in th'ts old guy's pants: Wq pass the guy, walk 

up on him and whanuno, a loaded .4.~. I 'never saT" nothing. II Other officers 

• are similarly noted for "having tunnel vision," 0)'." as one commanding 

officer suggested, "seeing only ·,that they want to see." One officer, hl~ 

said, IIbecame so fixated on J. pistol he:ld by a can he confronted in a 

tavern that he failed to observe the ciete.!tive shield the man held in 

his other hand." Luckily his partner disarmed him befor~ hu shot rhe 

detective who was holding an armed robber at bay_ 

The role of officer perceptions ~n coping ~~th armed confrontations 

seems to be an important area for future research, ~~at percenta~e of 

shootings we might ask result from erroneous (even 1£ reasonable) inter

pretations of situations? It also seems iQportant to determine if some 
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officers more quickly and accurately :ldentify ambiguous perception.s than 

do others. Does~ for example, heavy contact with armed confrontations 

increase an officer's abL1ity to recognize important cues in su~sequent 

violent encounters? It also seems important to investigate new training 

modeJ,s which would effectively train officers in rapid and accurate 

assessments of the amb~,guous IIfacts" encountered in armed confrontations . .. 
) learly, the factual ambiguity of many shooting situations may 

increase the emotional anxiety of the officer, just as the fact that the 

officer might be afraid or even terrorized and this state may reduce the 

probability that he will be able accurately to distinguish fact from 

tmage in a rapidly occurring armed confrontation. 

Interpersonal, Physical and Weapons Skills and the Police Decision 

to Use Deadly Force 

Negotiating skills are essential for avoi~ing deadly force in 

confrontations that are preceded by prolonged social interaction between 

the citizen and police officers. And such conf~ontations are far from 

rare. Milton (1977), for example, fou'nd that 32 percent of !llhooting 

deaths 0ccurred in response to domestic disturbance incidents which 

typically involve extended discussions. 

In addition, officers~ through clear, non-ambiguous commat.ds are 

often able to avoid the types of (:','1<'t;::l.l nters that escalate into armed 

confrontations. It is quickly established that the off;:cer is "for 

real" so that limits are not tested by the citizen .. One officer y,'ith no 

shooting incidents in 11 years claims he has been successful in potential 

dangerous encounters because he has a calm, clear voice which "tells the 

c.>ther guy I \-lould just 3S soon kill him as not." 
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There l,S some evidence tha.t it is possible to train to improve the 

negotiating skills and command pre.sence of officers. Horton Bard's 

(1980) analysis of a New York City police crisis intervention team 

indicates that the range of behavior repp.rtoires available to officers 

might be increased. Th~ police were encouragecl to develop their o~~ 

style of coping, gutded by their perceptions of the citizen. Research 

svidence indicated that the response repertoires of the officers e~~anded 

along with the officers' sense of mastery in coping 'olith disputes. A 

similar project in Connecticut documented an increased rate of officers 

successfully coping with family disputes. In this study, 18 trained 

officers encountered 1,388 disturbances without a shooting incident or 

officer injury. Studies reported by Driscoll (1976) and Helb (1977) 

found greatly lowered violence rates among officers trained in crisis 

intervention techniques and strategies. 

Some officers seem to develop a successful style of "dispute1:lanage-

1:lent" without formal training. Paul ~1uir (1977), in his Police: 

Streetcorner Politicians, describes an officer who was noted for his 

ability to resolve family disturbances and similar conflicts peacefully. 

This officer rarely found it necessary to use physical force in even the 

most violent disputes. A fellow officer stated, "Joe ~alkes realized 

that any chance for long-run pacification of a family squabble depended 

upon the family members' reattaching themselves to those friendships, 

traditions, and concerns ~'hich they felt were iJ:::portant. Wilkes talked: 

'Hy personality is to talk.' "!e talk about his possibilities about 

everything he had possibilities for. He looked for anything that L~ciicated 

what was important to them! A car, a domino set, anything! .. ,I' 



A young California officer described to us how he disarmed a psychotic 

and suicidal woman: 

It was a slow night. We got a "925"--suicide in progress-

call in a seedy motel. We go to the door. There's this 

filthy woman sitting on the bed with a gun. She is obviously 

a /ltotal looney tune." She says she is going to shoot. The 

sergeant says "Let~s go get her.1I I say, "Come on, she's 

crazy." I go in and s1;:art talking. I look right at her eyes, 

talking slow. Then it dawns on me. She's lonely and needs 

someone to take care of. I say, "I'm really nervous, could 

you give me a cigar~tte?" She does. A minute lator she lets 

me sit on the bed. Soon I ask for her gun, "for safek7eping". 

She gives it to me. 

There are numerous instances where imagination, humor, guile, poise 

averted the use of deadly fo:ece. For example; another officer subdued 

an armed and large (and obviously extremely paranoid) man by opening the 

door of his police car and ta.i.ling the man, "Hey, look, you can hide 

from th~n in here. Duck dow'"n, they won't see you here." The man huddled 

in the car until back up officers arrived. A Honolulu staff sergeant 

similarly communicated to us that the extremely low shooting rate i., his 

city was in part attributable to the fact that in Polynesian culture it 

is considered "unmanly'" t~ resolve conflicts by deadly force when guile, 

physical (but non-lethal) force, or cunning could do the job as well. 

"It is more macho here," he said, "to knock him physically on his ass or 

to bullshit him out. at it." An officer in Southern California was 

observed by one of the authors ~hen he and a younger officer were told 
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to respond to a call that 11 Samoans with knives were going after their 

landlord. There had been a dispute with the landlord over the rent. 

The younger officer drew his weapon as he left the car to aproach the 

young men. "Put it away," the older officer said. "How many bullets 

you got," he asked his younger partner? "Six," was the reply. "Well, 

we won't be needing those the~i" As he left the car the older man 

yelled to the Samoans using a few key Samoan phrases, "Hhat's going on 

here?1I The men told him of their complaint and offered to '~put away 

their knives". They disbanded without incident. 

The techniques used by officers to avoid violent citizen encounters 

are almost as varied as the personalities of officers. One officer, 

known for escaping "hairy" incidents without violence, said he had 

IIjoked" more guns out of people's hands than he could remember. An 

East'ern city police officer described a situation in ,,,hich he approached 

a juvenile with a gun, taking it out of his hand by saying, "You ain't 

old enough for the draft yet, wait a year". Another officer disarmed a 

"huge, insane gorilla-type guy" with a knife by convincing him that "he 

w'ould hold his knife for him so the cops wouldn't find it." An officer 

in another Eastern tity marched up to the door of a gun-,.;ielding insane, 

barricaded suspect with a hostage, and demanded a "cold beerll.' h'hen he 

was led to the refrigerator he disarmed the suspect. 

Often, physical skills are important. An officer who can physically 

control an opponent may, in some circunstances l avoid a level of threat 

that ,.;ould warrant the use of deadly force. Speed in apprehending a 

suspect, in cuffing him and getting him in to the police car may thus 

avoid some "escalated" armed confrontations. In Honolulu. police officers 

all receive substantial training in effective (and difficult to learn) 
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martial arts techniques. Sometimes even a "fatherly" vigorous arm can 

control a potentially dangerous citizen. 

Conversely, in many departments there are particular officers who 

are known for their "ability" to escalate unnecessarily minor dispute 

calls into major altercations. ~le officer was described by another 

policeman a~ "pissing people off regardless of race, nationality, religion, 

or political creed." Dispatchers in thls city were under standing 

orders to route this officer away from any "major problems". At roll-

call the Captain. told this of£icer,"X, you must love getting your shirt 

ripped off. You do it all of the time." In one month Officer X managed 

to beat" \',P a child molester, wrestle with a drunk in a parking lot, and 

provoke a hopeless fight with six sailors on leave. Later, XIS sergeant 

explained that "X was an expert" in magicall)' turning parking tickets 

into riots. Wambaugh offers a marvelous example of this type of officer 

in his description of Roscoe Rules, one of the Choir Beys. In one 

incident the hapless Rules and his partner ~~addayamean nean, whose 

favorite sport was to get "scrotes" (virtually emy citizen) to "do the 

chicken" by choking them with various and sundry chokehalds, managed to 

"create" a mlljor battle with two hod carriers. l"he two policemen confronted 

the hod carriers, one black one Chicano, while they were involved in a 

relatively minor disagreement: 

"I think we can. quiet chem do~'n," \,lladdayatlean Dean said as 

Roscoe stood on one foot. like a blue flar:'.ingo, rubbing his toe 

hopelessly on the calf of his left leg. "Can! talk to you ?'I 

\,l1addayamean Dean asked the ~1exican, ~'alking him to the other 

end of the hall ~hile Roscoe Rules hustled the silent black 

thirty feet do\.\'Tl the stairway. "I don't ... ·ant no mot'e trouble 
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outta you, II Roscoe whispered when he got the hod carrier to 

a private place. "I ain't gonna give you no trouble, officer," 

the black man said looking up at the mirthless blue eyes of 

Roscoe Rules which were difficult to see because, like mos.t 

hotdogs, he wore his cap tipped fon;rard until the brim almost 

touched his nose. 

"Don't argue with me, manl" Roscoe said. His nostrils 

splayed as he sensed the fear on the mnn who stood hangdog 

before him. .• "Vh1.at' s your name?" Roscoe then demanded. 

"Char1es ar-uh Henderson," the hod carrier answered, and then 

added .. impatient1y, "Look, I wanna go back inside with my 

family, I~m tired of all this and I just wanna go to bed. I 

worked hard ••. " 

But Roscoe became enraged at the latent impuden~e and 

snarled, "Look here, Charles ar-uh Henderson, don't you be 

telling me what you're gonna do. I'll tell you when you can 

go back inside and maybe you won't be going back inside at 

all. Haybe you're gonna be going to the slam tonight!" 

"What for? I ain't done nothin'. What right you got .•• " 

"Right? Right?" Roscoe snarled, spraying the'hod carrier 

with saliva. "Han, one more word and I'm gonna book your ass! 

I'll personally loc'k,. you in the slammer! I I 11 set your hair 

on fire." 

~~addayamean Dean called down to Roscoe and suggested 

that they switch hod carriers. As soon as they had, he tried 

in vain to calm the outraged black man. 
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A few minutes later he heard Roscoe offer some advice to 

the He."dcan hod carrier: "If that loudmouth bitch was my old 

lady I'd kick her in the cunt." 

Twenty years ago the Mexican had broken a full bottle of 

beer over the head of a man for merely smiling at his woman. 

_Twenty years ago, when she was a lithe young girl with a 

smooth sensuous belly, he would have shot to death any man, 

cop or not, who would dare to refer to her as a bitch. 

Roscoe Rules knew nothing of machismo and did not even 

sense the slight, almost imperceptible flickering of the left 

eyelid of the Mexican. Nor did he notice that those burning 

black eyes were no longer pointed somewhere between the shield 

and necktie of Roscoe Rules, but were rL~ed on his face, at 

the browless blue eyes of the ;·all plicelnar:' 

"Now you two act like men and shake hands so we c.an 

leave," Roscoe ordered. 

"Huh?" the }lexican said incredulously, and even the black 

hod carrier looked up in disbelief. 

"I said shake hands. Let's be men about this. The 

fight's over and you'll feel better if you shake hands." 

"I'm forty·-two years old," the He."'l:ican said softly, the 

eyelid flicker~ng more noticeably. "Almost old enough to be 

your father. I ain't shaking hands like no kid on a playground." 

"YOU'll do what I say or sleep in the sla.mmer," Roscoe 

suid, remembering how in school everyone felt better and even 

drank beer after a good fight. 
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"What charge?" demanded the Hexican, his breathing erratic 

now. "What fuckin' charge?" 

"You both been drinking," Roscoe said, losing confidence 

in his constituted authority, but infuriated by the insolence 

which was quickly undermining what he thought was a controlled 

situation. 

Roscoe, like most black-glove cops, believed implicitly 

that if you ever backed down even for a moment in dealing with 

assho1es and scrotes the entire structure of American law 

enforcement would crash to the ground in a mushroom cloud of 

dust ••• 

"You honky motherfuckerl" the black hod carrier yelled 

when he finally exploded. He tossed a straight right at 

Wbaddayamean Dean which caught him on the left temple and 

knocked him free of the Hexican and over the kneeling body of 

Roscoe Rules who was hoping desperately he wouldn't puke from 

the kick in the balls. Roscoe aimed a spunky blow at the 

black hod carrier's leg with his unauthorized, thirty-four 

ounce sap which pulled his pants down when he wasn't ca~eful 

to keep his Sam Browne buckled tightly. 

Hit 'em in the shins. They can't take that, thought 

Roscoe, swinging the sap weakly, relying on folklore to save 

him now that he could not stand up. 

But the hod carrier did not seem to feel the sap bouncing 

off his legs as he and the !ie.xican took turns punching 'to.Thaddaya

mean Dean silly. 
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The redhead had lost his baton and gun and was bouncing 

back and forth between the tHO men. "Partner I Partnerrrr I II 

\Vhaddayamean Dean yelled, but Roscoe Rules could only kneel 

there, look up in hatred and wish he could shoot the nigger, 

the spick and his puny partner. 

Then Roscoe fell elver on his back, nursing his rapidly 

swelling testicles, spitting foam like a mad dog. 

It ended abruptly. There had been men, women, and children 

screaming, encouraging, cursing gleefully. There had been 

bodies thudding off the walls, doors slamming. Then silence. 

Roscoe Rules and \Vhaddayamean Dean Pratt were alone in the 

hallway. Both on the floor, uniforms half torn off, batons, 

hats, flashlights, guns and notebooks scattered. ~Vhaddayamean 

Dean lay luoaning, draped across an overturned trash can. 

Roscoe Rules felt his st'.rength retur~ling as he struggled to 

his feet, keeping his balls in both hands for fear if he 

dropped them they'd burst like ripe tomatoes ••• 

~~ile the portrayal of Roscoe Rules is of course more characature 

than reality, there is truth in t~aumbaugh I s portrayal in that at least 

some conflicts involving police deadly force are precipitated by hea\7 

handed and unskilled poli~e inter-personal communications. Roscoe 

Rules' I1black glove l1 law enforcement style is by no means the only type 

of police behavior ·/hich may lead to an inordinate nur::ber of unnecessary 

confrontations. One officer, for example, with a very weak self icage 

(h:i.s description) and poor voice control (his supervisor's description) 

shot thre~ times in situations where citizens failed to recognize his 

identity as a police officer. Aoother officer insisted on giving a 
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"sidewalk lecture" to a man he had just arrested on a narcotics charge 

(instead of placing his prisoner in the car and driving off). Before he 

had finished his lecture, a crowd developed to "seize his prisoner", A 

warning shot was finally fired to disperse the crowd, almost precipitating 

a full blown riot. In other instances, failure to cuff a prisoner 

properly has resulted in shots being used to either fend h1.m off, o:r: 

recapture him. 

It should be observed that officers may be more or less skilled in 

particular situations, One officer, who had survived several hundred 

armed arrests while in a tactical unit without firing a shot, became 

involved in a series of off-duty squabbles which resulted in shots being 

fired. Conversely, other officers who seem to possess unusually effective 

crisis intervention skills may not possess the positioning, shooting, 

and teamwork skills required effectively to handle such armed confrontations 

as those encountered in planned narcotics raids. 

It might a~so be noted that the focus upon ve~bal skills by Bard 

(1980) and ~thers in avoiding the escalation of encounters is perhaps 

most appropriate to confrontations with unarmed; drunk, :i.nsane, and 

angry persons. These encounters are but a small proportion of armed 

confrontations faced by police officers and an e"en smaller proportion 

of police shootings. }lany encounters require sheer physical strength. 

11'\ the situation described below, an imaginativ~ (and strong) officer 

was able first to fool the opponent (by feigning paralysis) an~ then 

physically overcome h;m. thus avoiding an almost cert~in shooting encounter: 

There was knowledge tnat a )'oung black cale t.,'as hold ins up 

subway passengers at Norfolk and Orange streets. \~e deCided 

cO stake the place out (two members of the tactical squad, 

I 

L 
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myself and my two partners). It was very cold. We waited and 

waited. The tactical squad left. We waited some more. 

Finally, my partners left their positions, came over to me and 

asked what we were going to do. It was extre~ely cold and it 

appeared the suspect was not going to show up. As we stood 

tuere talking together, the suspect came bounding down the 

steps. He was armed and began waving the gun about, covering 

all of us simul taneOUl LY. He asked us to raise our hands. I 

responded that I wus paralyzed and could only raise one arm. 

(Actually, my hand was on my gun inside my pocket.) As another 

subvlay approached the platform, the suspect glanced in its 

direction. This afforded ~e the opportunity to draw my weapon, 

yet I did not shoot for fear that the bullet might ricochet 

off the steel beam and strike one of my partners. Instead, I 

wrestled the suspect to the platform, (luckily, I was lifting 

weights and stronger than him!), confiscated the gun '~hich, 

incidentarly, he had stolen from another officer earlier. 

With tha aid of my partners, we got the handcuffs on the 

. 
suspect. 

Skills that only tangentially belong in this section are those 

related to the use of "non-lethal" weapons. Skill with a nightstick, 

sap, flashlight, or chemical shield, or mace can avoid some uses of 

deadly fotce. And various new non-lethal weapons show pro~ise of ending 

a confrontation \dthout a shooting. Several departments have been 

exploring the use of 11 "Tesor gun" \o,'hich fires dis3rning darts into the 

citizen. The darts penetrate the skin and a stur~'1ing electric charge is 

sent via wires connected to the darts. Los ~'1geles police personnel 
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recently patented a "people grabber" useful in certain types of armed 

confrontations; the device grabs the legs of a person in a vise-like 

manner. Some officers who were involved in the e~otionally'charged 

shooting of a crazed citizen in Los Angeles worked to invent a non

lethal "be.anbag stun gun" to control such persons. The technology of 

these supplementary weapons makes them useful only in certain incidents -

usually those involving a citizen not armed with a gun where there is 

enough time for deliberate police actions. 

Paradoxically, perhaps, proficiency and familiarity with lethal 

weapons might deter some shooting decisions. One very experienced 

L.A.P.D. commander commented: "One of the strange things in this area 

is that the S.W.A.T. [special weapons and tactics] team is trained to 

hit you in the eye from 100 yards, after they have run 100 yards in full 

equipment, yet they almost never kill anyone." This paradox is documented 

in many cities where the most proficient S.W.A.T. trained officers will 

confront dozens of violent persons each year, and often kill no one. 

A related paradox may be found in the area of ammuniti~n. The type 

anti effectiveness of ammunition used by a police department may affect 

the decision to use deadly force by increasing or decreasing the officers' 

fa,ith that the weapon, if fired, will in fact IIstop " an opponertt. Some 

officers commented, for example, that few of thee had confidence in the 

.38 hard point bullet used by several departments, including the Los 

Angeles Police Department. These officers suggested the possibility 

that the reason O'Calligan and Hopson fired their weapons as many tieGs 

as they did at Eulia Love is because they were not sure thnt the bullets 

issued to the department could liS top" a strong and craze.d indiVidual. 

One officer thought that, had a more potent hollo~ point bullet been 
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issued, fewer shots would have been fired. He also speculated that the 

officers might have waited an instant longer if they believed B single 

shot would have "stopped" Mrs. Love. 

Sheer marksmanship may also paradoxically help an officer avoid 

certain uses of deadly force. An officer who is a dead-eye shot can (if 

permitted) fire a warning or "l:l.mb" shot where a less skilled man must .. 
shoot to kill. One extremely skilled marksman (an officer who has shot 

"lOa's" (perfect score] for several consecutive years) described a 

warning shot as follows: liAs he ran I aimed at the center of his head 

and then moved the target ~ver six inche~ creasing his scalp. He stopped 

as soon as he felt that old .38 whistle by." 

The level of social, physical, and technical skills of the officer 

may, thus, affect the use of deadly force. In some situations, knowledge 

of and ability in alternative strategies may allow the officer to avoid 

the use of deadly force. This dimension of skill seems most relevant to 

an armed confrontation where there is sustained "dialogue" between 

citizen and police officer. In other situations, the ability to gain 

tactical superiority through positioning seems uppermost. Obviously, 

heightened emotions and the clarity with which the intentions of a 

perpetrator are defined might greatly effect the level of skill an 

officer can bring to bear in a given armed confrontation. In chis sense 

there can be an interact~onal effect between an officer's level of 

emotional control, his ability to recognize and act upon objective facts 

and his level of interpersonal and phys:l.cal skill. . 

Officer ~toral Judgement and Police eSGS of DGadly For£2. 

Another psychological dimension rGlated to police use of deadly 

force is the moral judgment involved in the decision to shoot. 

.. . 
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Many officers recognize that the decision to use deadly force 

represents an explicit moral judgement on their part. One officer 

commented, "It's like playing God." Another'man suggested, "it weighs 

on you all the time, that you can take someone's life and it would be 

wrong. 11 The officer described earlier who shot and killed a driver of 

the fleeing stolen recreational vehicle offered, "Well, I don't think 

that anybody else is going to shoot him, and it looks to me that there 

is only one thing that is going to happen. What are we going to do? 

Drive off the exit ••• He is going to keep killing people ••• he's 

going to hit people ••• this thing has got to stop ••• I told [other 

officer], we got to shoot him ••• if it was unfair to anybody, it was 

unfair to us being there. 1l After a shooting confrontation, some officers 

often go through long periods of moral deliberation, as well as despair, 

regarding their actionc. One older officer described a shooting j.ncident 

he was involved in more than ten years earlier: I!In 1963 I shot a boy 

who was running away from a Safeway [store]. It was a legal shooting. 

I even got a medal. Everyone said 'nice shooting, nice shooting', but 

I it stunk. If I had known what I know now, that young man would be alive 

today. I didn't see it as wrong, then, but now I do." 

Some officers assert their moral responsibility and se~ actively 

to defend the moral rightness of their actions. One officer who shot a 

fleeing juvenile insisted, for example, on viewing the body of the can 

he had just shot: 

I guess I should. ! shot the guy. I just don't want to walk 

away from it ••• I looked at him and I said that guy is dead. 

• • People \o:ere concerned about how I felt. "How you feel; how 

you fee1?11 I didn't feel bad. Pretty soon I began to wonder -



how am I supposed to feel ••. I didn't feel bad because I had 

done my job. Some of the decisions were made because we were 

the only people there to do it. We couldn't shirk the responsibil-

ity. That was to me ,the reason we were doing. It was the potential 

risk to the rest of the people on this freeway, not because we 

felt that we just wanted to kill someone, not because if we .. 
didn't kill him he was going to kill us .•• There was that 

possiblility, but that wasn't it. It was the fact that we 

were put in the position that we had already seen many people 

being hurt, the potential of death to somebody. All of them 

who were innocent I That is what we are rea~y to do. That i_ 

what we are called upon to do. That's what we are ready to 

do. If we backed off we didn't know how far this thing is 

going. 

Other officers seem far less willing to accept,moral responsibility for 

their actions. One officer blamed his actions on ':instinct"; another 

said, "you couldn't hardly see who you were shooting at in that dark"; 

an officer who killed a fleeing felon commented with seeming black 

humor, "Well, it saved the county a trial." 

Beyond the acceptance of moral responsibility is the issue of when 

and under what conditions individual officers believe it is morally right 

to use deadly force. Stat~stically, as stated above repeatedly, officers 

shoot in only a small proportion of the situations where they might 

legally or even dutifully shoot, according to departnental guidelines. 

As.suming that moral considerations becone more pressing in decision-

making as one moves closer to the operational context, the set of forces 

operating on an officer may be conceptualized as in Figure 1. The 
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outermost circle represents the broadest set of forces - statute and 

case law. The n~~t circle represents administrative or depart~ental 

policy, which is necessarily no less stringent than law. The third 

circle, moving inwardly reflects police informal culture: the practice 

informally encouraged and allowed. While this force may, in theory, be 

no less stringent than law or policy, it is clear that this is not 

always the case in practice. But where there is that type of discrepancy, 

there will eventually and necessarily be corrective action by the chief, 

city officials, the courts, the community, or a ~ombination of the 

preceding. Finally, the innermost circle represents the conscience, the 

inner controls of the deciding officer hj.mself. vfuile we have given 

several examples throughout this book of officers who feel and express a 

good deal les s res train t than po1.ice culture, policy, or even la~o1 would 

require, it is our opinion that th,e moral forces within many or most 

officers are as restrictive as the other forces. That brings to mind a 

conversation one of us had with an officer regarding the newly implemented, 

highly restrictive shooting policy for the department in Birmingham, 

hlabama. To the questio',! "Are you upset by the new policy?" came the 

response, °Hell, it doesn't make any difference to me, I'm not going to 

sho.ot anyone anyway." 

It is of course true that police officer associations do often take 

strong positions in opposition to the implementation of departmental 

policy that is more restrictive than the preceding one. To illustrate, 

the pathetic individual depicted in Figure 2 represents the police 

officer in Bi~ngham, Alabam.a, according to mecbers of the police associa

tion, after the imposition of a restrictive deadly force policy. It \o.'as 

no longer acceptable to shoot at a felon fleeing from a non-violent 

crime. Hence, the odometer, track shorts, cleated track shoes, etc. 



But we think such opposition represents political, not moral positions. 

The officers are attempting to protect themselves from punishment in 

CM:I4S of decisions that are difficult, and then seem wrong to investigators 

in retrospect, rather than stating moral positions. 

Figure 1 

Circle,s of Moral Decision-Making 

Law 

Administrative Guidelines 

Informal Organizational Norms 

Indi~~{dua1 Moral Choice 

Our position is summarized below in the cocment of a commander in a 

police department with a very high citizen-to-citizen murder rate: 

Look, let's face it. If people shot to the limit of \o,'hen they 

could shoot there would be bodies allover the place. The 

department is tougher than the state statutes, and infor:::a1ly, 
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we discourage some aspects of our guidelines in other than the 

most ~~treme situations. For ~~ample, our guidelines say you 

can shoot a felon in certain ~ircumstancas; but unless it's a 

murderer or something, you don't do it. But stj,J .. l even under 

these conditions there are guys who have their own rules. 

Even if their life is on the line, they are willing to take .. 
chances where other guys won't. 

Another officer who had faced several armed situations similarly commented: 

I'm willing to go that extra step, that extra mile for a 

person. That's the way I am. It's not like it's the law; 

it's a life, that's what it's all about. 

Both organizational and individual factors determine the bounds of 

the inner circle defining the specific circumstances which, for the 

given officer, justifies the use of deadly force. Uelman (1973) and 

others have suggested that the chief of a particular department may 

convey to officers a particular moral atmosphere through his pronouncements, 

guidelines, review decisions, and operating rules governing police 

officer deadly force. A department, for ~~amplel may communicate much 

about its concern for a citizen's life by the care which it takes to 

review shootings and to train its officers. On the other hand, a commander 

with a "hard charger" mental-ity may communicate to officers his expectations 

that viole'nce will be cOT)doned or protected in certain cases. A department I s 

policy guidelines may also implicitly indicate either a concern or a 

disregard for human life by the types of restrictions it places on the 

taking of human life. 

Differences over officers in moral judgment regarding the use of 

deadly force was investigated by Scharf (1980). He used Kohlberg's 
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conceptualization of moral reasoning to interpret officer moral r'easoning 

regarding the use of deadly force. This psychological approach analyzes 

the structure of moral reasoning as opposed to the content of particular 

moral judgments. According to Kohlberg, each moral stage represents a 

unique mode of processing moral information. Each successive stage 

possesses an increasingly adequate and reasonable framework for resolving 

moral conflict and for interpreting moral probabilities. The theory 

asserts that some moral perspectives are truer or righter than others as 

measured by their legal logical consistency. Moral reasoning has been 

found to be positively correlated with legal reasoning by Tapp (1976) 

and others. 

Stage 1 in Kohlberg's system is the punishment and obedience 

stage, or a naive rational hedonism. Stage 3, or "good boy/girl" 

orientation, becomes associated with collectivp. opinion. At Stage 4, 

there is a shift toward fixed definitions of law and society; the law is 

justified in terms of its order-maintaining function. Stage 5 is a 

legalistic-contract orientation in which law becomes the agreed upon 

'contract among social equals, with duties of stage and individual clearly 

defined and regulated. At Stage 6, Kohlberg argues that there is a 

universal basis for ethical deci,sion-making. The law here is' a repository 

for broader social principles and is subordinate where law and justice 

conflict. Each stage suggests quite different concepts to define ~hat 

might constitute justifiable homicide. At Stage 5, for ~~ample, ho~cide 

is justifiable given a clear utilitarian mandate that only by taking a 

life in the situation can other lives be saved. At lower stages, the 

concept of justifiable homicide may be understood in terms of particular 

societal standards, interpersonal feelings, or self-interest. 
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According to this theory, officers at lower moral stages have a 

quite different concep~ion of a legal statute than officers at highe~ 

ones. Complex legal ideas as "necessary force and reasonable force" are 

di£fi.cult concepts for individuals below Stage 4. The approach assumes 

that police officers will in fact make a conscious moral evaluation 

that is critical in deciding whether or not to use deadly force in a 

particular situation . 

In Scharf's study, 24 officers were randomly selected from two 

Western state police departments. The sample included ~8 patrolmen, 

four sergeants and two lieutenants. The officers ranged in ~~erience. 

from six months to 27 years of duty. Exactly half of this group possessed 

college degrees; the mean age was 30 years. An interview schedule 

including moral dilemmas faced by police and citizens generally was 

used. The general dilemmas were those developed by Kohlberg, carefully 

standardized in terms of rating procedures. A police dilemma, for 

example, asked officers to d~cide if it was right to shoot a suspect who 

was holding a hostage in a convenience store. It was assumed that it 

was 50 percent probable that he could kill the perpetrator without harm 

to the hostage and 30 percent probable that if he did not shoot, the 

perpetrator would shoot the hostage. Descriptive analysis revealed an 

apparent association between moral stage and decision on the "shooting 

dilemma" (Table 1). 

The preconventional (Stage 2: none were scored at Stage'l) officers 

in our sample tended to view the hostage di1e~ as a problem of personal 

authority and control. For example, the five police officers scoreu at 

Stage 2 showed a concern with power and domination. One officer r~rked: 



Table 1 

Stages of Development 

Preconventiona1 

Stage 1: Obedience and punishment orientation. Egocentric deference 
to superior power or prestige, or a trouble-avoiding set. 
Objective responsibility. 

Stage 2: Naively egoistic orientation. Right action is that which 
instrumentally satisfies the self's needs and occasionally 
others'. Naive egalitarianism and orientation to exchange 
and reciprocity. 

Conventional 

Stage 3: Good-boy orientation. Orientation tw approval and to pleasing 
and helping others. Conformity to stereotypical images of 
majority or natural role behaVior, and judgement by intentions. 

Stage 4: Authority and socia1-order-roaintaining orientation. Orienta
tion to "doing duty" and showing respect for authority and 
maintaining the given social order for its own sake. Regard 
forearned expectations of others. 

Postconventiona1 

Stage 5: Contractual legalistic orientation. Recognition of an arbitrary 
element or starting point in rules or expectations for the 
sake of agreement. Duty defined in terms of contract, general 
avoindance of violation of the will or rights of others, and 
majority will and welfare. 

Stage 6~ Conscience or princip1~ orientation. Orientation not only to 
actually ordained social rules but to principles of choice 
involving appeal to logical universality and consistency. 
Orientation to conscience as a directing agent snd to mutual 
respect and trust. 
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I go into a situation and attempt to show control. I rum kind 

of like a rooster. I am going to show everyone who is boss, 

I first get control, then I decide what to do ••• 1 try to get 

them to respect my uniform--to know that I rum the law I 

In responding to the dilemma involving the hostage, there was 

typically more concern with the officer's own life than that of the .. 
hostage (Question: "What would you consider in deciding to shoot?"). 

It would depend on Hhether or not he fired at me. That's the 

first thing. . • If he shoots at me and misses--.he' s a dead 

man. 

The Stage 2 officer's conception of utility in determining whether 

to shoot seems simplistic. Often in these interviews, the opponent is 

stereotyped as a "bad" guy and dealt with accordingly. For example, on~ 

officer said: 

The bad guys can hit innocent people as well as me. They are 

probably not as good a shot as t am; they are more likely to 

hit someone than me .•. They are the bad guys .•. they are 

. . potential dangers when they walk out on the street ..• 

There was often a tone of cynicism in these interviews. One officer 

suggested that "blowing away a bad guy was doing society a favor." 

Anothel:: officer referred to the courts as "the asshole of the criminal 

justice system, blowing 9ut what we put in." Another patrolman noted 

that Ilmos t guys don't shoot because that can get you sued." 

The 14 conventional (Stages 3 and 4) officers· sbowed quite differ-

~nt moral reasoning than did the preconventional subjects. ~hile 

the Stage 2 police officers were concerned with concrete consequences to 

themselves or others, the conventionally reasoning subjects sho~ed a far 
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greater concern with the procedural legality of particular actions. For 

~ample, one or.'icer with a rather religiou~ Stage 4 moral philosophy 

responded as follows to the "Heinz" dilemma (asking whether it would be . 
right for a lllIln to steal a drug if his wife were rlying of cancer and 

there was no other alternati'7e): 

It's God's law. "Thou shalt not steal." No 1£'s, and's, or 

but's about it. I might do it, but it would be wrong. When 

they were transporting the Ten Commandments, God a3i.d, "Don't 

touch them". They started to fall, and a guy grabbed them and 

he dropped dead. It's the same thing ••• 

In the hosta~e situation, the officer used a similar "law and order" 

philosophy: 

The law says that I have probable cause if he goes towards the 

woman. Thirty percent is enough for probable cause in the 

eyes of the law. ! would say, "You kill her and you are going 

to die." The law would say that if I shot, it was justified. 

He was threatening her life. I would be within my rights. 

'Simi1ar1y, anoth,ar officer. who also scored at Stage 4, suggested that 

the penal code pretty much defined his obligations in the situation. 

Moral obligation is defined by what is legally permissible, r~ther than 

by what actually is for the greatest good: 

lId be more inclined to shoot than not shoot. Like, there was 

a guy who had 56 arrests. Given that kind of background, I 

think the law would back me up in shooting ••• He's threatening 

another person. IOU would be justified in that circumstance. 

If you tried other means and there was no other way, then 

that's the way it has to be. 



The conventionally reasoning subjects showed a great concern ~~th 

others' evaluations of their actions. One officer suggested that his 

sergeant "would go along with shooting in this situation". Another 

officer told about several instances where he was "reamed out I· for 

making a mistake. A patrolman who scored at Stage 4 similarly offered: 

"Look we &oot a supervisor looking over our shoulder making sure we 

e~force the 80,000 laws on the books." Generally the conventionally 

reasoning subjects perce~.ved few ambiguities in the law: 

There aren't that many tough decisions to make. The only 

decision you make is how to handle the people while you are 

carrying out the decision. But the decision is right here 

[i.e., in the penal statute book] ... 

The mostly postconventiona1 or principled (Stage 5: there were no 

clea~ly Stage 6 officers in our study) officers demonstrated quite 

different perspectives from that seen in eit~er preconventional or 

convent~ona11y reasoning officers. These officers suggested that, while 

taking a life would be justified under certain circumstances, it must be 

regarded as a last "in extremis" strategy. One officer suggested: 

Taking a life must be the ultimate thing. It's like p1aytng 

God. I would never shoot unless a life were in imminent 
. 

danger. Shooting for property makes no sense at all. We 

don't have capital punishment for theft. The important thing 

is saving the life. I would even be further temrted to take chances 

with my o~~ life than that of an unarmed" civilian. It would 

take less of ao overt action to shoot with a civilian than 

myself, but it's still an extreme step. 
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'Yhile many of the preconventional and conv~ntional officers made 

little distinction between shooting to save a life and shooting to stop 

a fleeing felon, the postconventional, Stage 5 officers saw these two 

justifications quite differently. One officer said: 

I have a principle--my own philosophy. I won't shoot unless 

lily life or someone else's is absolutely in dar~ger. If it's my 

life, and I can still flee, I won't shoot .•• A thief, it's 

different. There's no life. As long as he does nothing to 

threaten lIle, I won't do anything. If he runs from the car I 

will pursue; but I will not shoot. 

This same officer similarly made a clear distinction between what 

i~ legally right and what his conscience defines as morally acceptable: 

If it's 20 percent that he would shoot the hostage, this seems 

different than 50 percent. At 50 percent (though I know 

the probabilities can change quickly), then I might shoot if I 

was sure I could save the hostage. At 20 percent there is a 

substantial chance that through sealing off the area, of just 

talking the guy down, I can get out of this with no harm to 

anyone. 

Characteristic of the Stage 5 interviews was the perceived sanctity 

of human life. Most of the officers indicated that any solution not 

violating a human life was preferable to a solution in which a death 

occurred. These officers also shared a co~on ~oral respect for the 

perpetrator's life, which was not articulated bj' the preconventional and 

conventional officers. While these lowe~ stage officers often assumed 

that the perpetrator was either a "hype" or a "bad guy", the postconventional 

officers tended at least to cite mitigating factors such as: "Perha)?s 



the guy was panicky", had gotten "into a bad position", etc. This 

concern for the life of the perpetrator as well as that of the hostage 

or potential bystander was unique among the morally postconventional 

subjects. 

The moral values of the individual officer are probably most important 

in ~~plaining differences in officer shooting behavior in those situations 

where the threat to the officer is ambiguous, or in cities with very 

open-ended gui,delines, as, for example, those allowing the use of deadly 

force aga:i.nst fleeing felons. For example, when one officer risked his 

life by hitting a low caliber rifle out of the hand of a young boy with 

a nearby tennis racquet, other officers (commenting on the incident) 

suggested that the risk taken by this officer 'was inappropriate for 

them. Conversely, some "quick firing" officers seem to believe that 

almost any threat to them justifies the use of deadly force to protect 

themselves. 

In terms of the shooting of fleeing felons, many highly principled 

officers simply do not believe that the capture of a fleeing felon 

justifies the taking of human life, while most lower stage officers find 

this practice consistent with their moral values. 

While we do not have the corresponding moral levels for the officers 

below, the variety of moral reactions to shootings is well depicted. 

One officer comm~nted, i~ regard to a shooting: 

Look, I didn't like it, but I don't think about it. It ~as 

unfortunate, but I'm a professional, and dealing with this 

type of situation is part of my job. 

Another officer similarly involved in a near fatal shooting said 

bluntly, "I only felt bad the I:1otherfucker didn't die. A fet,; ""eeks 



Table 2 

Shoot Don't Shoot 

Postconventional (Stages 4/5 and 5) 0 5 

Conventional (Stages 3 and 4) 5 9 

Preconventional (Stages 2 and 3) 4 1 

Total Resp onse 9 15 
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later he was in his LTD selling dope and waving at me as he went by. I, 

Others still placed the moral burden upon the (deceased) opponent. "He 

puts the situation on himself. It is the opponent who created the 

circumstances that got him killed. I'm just reacting." For other 

police officers, the shooting creates immense moral turmoil. One officer 

said, "I b!eak out in hives just ,thinking about it." Another man described 

seeing I'the face of the man I killed in crowds, on the faces of players 

in a basketball game, just anywhere." Still another officer simply and 

articulately said: 

It [i.e., the fatal shooting] made me realize the implications 

of the job, of what I am doing. That I am hired to decide 

when to kill. 

It would seem, finally, that fear, the perceptive clarity of the 

situation, and the officer's collection of abilities determine the 

degree to which moral concepts are operationalized in a given incident • . 
The officer who is afraid and cannot control the fear may not be able to 

assess the shooting situation rationally. Similarly, the officer who 

erronously perceives the threat posed by the citizen or lacks non-lethal 

alternatives faces a different moral dilemma than that faced by a more 

perceptive and socially skilled officer. 

Conclusions: Competencies Related to the Responsible Police Use of 

Deadly Force 

In this chapter we have described some of the' competencies required '. 
of police officers forced to cope effectively with armed confrontations, 

emphasizing various psychological capacities affecting the propensity to 

use deadly force. We have considered not only the individual capacities 
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an officer needs to cope with an armed c.onfrontation, but how such 

capacities might interact. An officer, for example, who is extremely 

fearful in a particular encounter may not be able to define reality 

objectively, nor be able to bring to the situation effective interpersonal 

skills. We have further suggested that these capacities may affect 

decision-making well prior to the final frame in which the officer must 

choose whether to shoot or not. The ability, for example, to assess 

critically information may· affect an officer's preparatory behavior as 

he anticipates a particular confrontation, how he assesses the scene upon 

arrival, and how he interprets a citizen's response to his comands or 

orders. 

There is, too, an interactive effect between situational characteristics 

and abilities. That would account for an interesting phenomenon that 

may exist - our informal, undocumented observations make it appear that 

officers who snuDt several times over a period of time, shoot in very 

similar situations. One officer, for example, fired four times, all in 

off-duty situations in bar fights involving women. A tactical team 

'officer fired no fewer than six times in duel type confrontations with 

armed felons. A different officer fired three times in situations 

preceded by physical altercations with a citizen. Another officer fired 

three times in situations where citizens failed to recognize him as a 

police officer, due to this officer's slight deoeanor, and apparently 

non-assertive communication skills. Another man, apparently in panic, 

has fired three times at cars he felt were about to assault him. 

The evidence is far from conclusive, but that consistency does seem 

to indicate that the personal characteristics of the officer interact 

with circumstances. That, of course may amount to little more than the 
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observation that there is little consistency of personal characteristics 

across situations. Whatever, it does seem clear that certain officers 

in particular encounters are far more likely to use deadly force than 

are other officers in similar encounters, and that officers who are at 

risk in one type of confrontatiqn are not at any special risk in another. 

The office! mentioned above who had been in four off-duty bar confrontations . 
in which shots were fired had been involved in more than 200 prepared 

on-duty confrontations with armed persons, without a single shot fired 

in any of these incidents! 

Some people (e.g., Takagi) object to the focus on psychological 

abilities in analyses of the use of deadly force on the grounds that it 

stresses the "bad apple" in the police barrel rather than the badness of 

society and its "repressive" forces, the police. Our emphasis, rather, 

has been on the diversity of abilities over officers rather than on the 

concentration of negative on·es in a few ("bad") officers. While we are 

not willing to deny that there are officers who are so ill-equipped 

psychologically for police duties that society would be better off if 

they were in different occupations (indeed we have provided examples of 

such officers throughout this treatment), our feeling is that the 

number in this category is quite low. Vastly more important, in our 

opinion, are the array of differing capacities, their mutual interaction, 

and their interaction with situational c;laracteristics. 

Empirical research in this area is extremely difficult. As Sherman 

(1980), Inn and Whe~ler (1977), and others have observed, officers \,'ho 

get involved in shooting episodes tend to have an unusually high attrition 

rate. In addition, there are the oajor difficulties associated with the 

assessment of differential capacities. 
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It is our feeling that many shooting policy statements (like the 

cockpits of many a::!.rplanes) are not designed for human beings. While 

humans differ in relative capacities, strengths, weakness, etc., the 

best of us are very limited in what we can do under conditions of stress 

in a rapiu time-frame. These policies may, in short, be asking the 

human beings who became police officers to perform at unrealistic hwels'. 

Our analysis also suggests ,a framework in whi.ch to analyze training 

related to police deadly force. Few training efforts have previously 

attempted to conceptualize the varied and complex competencies necessary 

to implement a responsible deadly force policy. Most training, as we 

will observe in Chapter Seven, focuses upon one or (possibly two) isolated 

competencies. Shooting simulators, like that of September and Associates, 

for example, attempt to train police officers quickly to identify threats 

against them. Bard (1970) and. Roberts (1978) crisis intervention training 

approaches focus almost exclusively upon the verbal skills useful in 

dealing with a limited range of disputes. If training is to be effective 

in reducing the aggregate number of police shootings, it must focus on 

multiple psychological l1.::i1L!limsions - emphasizing those capacities which 

might influence police behavior in a wide range of armed confrontations. 

Als(l, such training should be conducted in environments simulating the 

com~lex (and often bewildering) conditions in which deadly force episodes 

usually take place. From our observations, this approach to "shooting" 

training is rare in police departments. The ~e ... • York police departt.ent IS 

"outdoor" trainin.; is e."Cceptional in that there has been an effort to 

ground training on the competencies required to cope ~~th the most 

common types of shooting incidents. 
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The approach we have taken here may be also useful to develop 

hypotheses relevant to both personnel selection and management. In 

selecting police officers who would be at minimal risk in terms of 

inappropriate police shootings, it might be useful for selection boards, 

test developers, and others to review their conception of the types of 

competend,es ,required in street confrontations. As we have taken pains 

to argue in this chapter, the capacities required for such a task may be 

far more extensive and complex than has previously been recognized. It 

also may well be that as important as are the specific capacities of the 

officer is his ability to implement these capacities in the heat of an 

armed confrontation. This would suggest the development of assessment 

centers designed to measure officer abilities under conditions similar 

to those found in "street conditions". 

In terms of the management of police personnel, it would se~A 

important to put more emphasis on the tracking of officer behbvior in 

various circumstances than is currently done by effective supervisors. 

It would seem possible to ~ecognize an officer who is prone to react 

excessively to particular types of situation (e.g., heated confrontations 

with insane persons, ego threatening confrontations ~~th juveniles, a 

prepared narcotic raid, etc.), and, through reassignment, reduce the 

risk of a particular officer confronting a particularly risky type of 

opponent or situation, thus reducing the likelihood of deadly force • 
. 

One officer, for ~~ample, who had ~~erienced a series of shootings in 

armed raids was transferred (in sp~te of his unusually effective arrest 

record) to a detail in the departt.Jt:'l't I s Emergency Services Division. 

Since this transfer more than three years ago, he has been in numerous 

confrontations with insane persons and others, bet none involving a use 

of deadly force. 
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In Chapter Seven we will shift our focus towards the ~pact of law 

and departmental and policy and procedure upon police use of deadly 

force. We will describe differences in departm~ntal deadly force rates, 

and relate these differences to administrative policy and procedure 

designed to reduce the use or deadly force (for example, shooting 

gUidelines, training, operational rules, shooting revi~w policies. In 

this analysis of adcinistrative policies to control police deadly force 

we will emphasize the political forces constraining effective policies 

to monitor and prevent killings by (and of) police officers. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

THE ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL OF DEADLY FORCE 



Introduction: The Paradoxes of the Administrative Control of Deadly 

Force 

A police chief in a mid-Atlantic city glanced nervously at the 

report on his desk. An officer with seven years experience had shot a 

man armed with a .22 pistol. On casual glance the shooting would seem 

non-controversial--almost routine. The report tersely indicated that 

the officer was faced with an apparent threat to his life and fired only 

after he had been shot in the thigh. This shooting was in reality, 

however, anything but routine. The officer had been disciplined twice 

in the two previous years for excessive use of force against black gang 

members. Three years before he had shot a kneecap off d sixteen-year

old boy who had a broken bottle when he was cornered in a school yard by 

the officer (and thr~e others). Also, the current shooting involved a 

politically active black man in the "hardest" core ghetto area in the 

city. The preliminary report stated unambiguously that the man had 

first shot the officer in the thigh and then was shot by the police 

office~. As the chief was just finishing the report, a black reporter 

from a local newspaper ~alled to ask him if he had a comment about a 

reported witness to the shooting who claimed that the victim was shot 

more than two minutes after the offi~er was shot. The chief responded 

that he was unaware of any such witness. "'~ell, you t 11 be reading about 

it in the evening paper," the reporter said. He abruptly hung up. The 

next call came from the Police Protective Association. The president of 

the Associ~tion was at the other end of the telephone line to urge the 

chief lito express support for all the city's officars in his report ••• " 

Anything else, he said, "might demoralize the troops." He added that he 

could take no responsibility for how they might respond if the officer 



was disciplined. In the afternoon, the chief visited the wounded 

officer in the hospital. The man was not seriously hurt but seemed 

disoriented and defensive. His ey'es twitched and he smiled blankly. 

Later that afternoon, the chief received a petition from a group calling 

itself "The Citizens' Coalition Against Police Abuse" demanding that the 

chief immediately fire the offending officer. The petition also called .. 
for a "citizen's audit" of the department's shooting policies, training 

and review processes. The chief later met with the captain in charge of 

the shooting review team; the grave captain handed him a detailed report 

containing the following: 

Officer X encountered a black male, age 23, who pulled a pistol 

from his jacket while on his porch at 22 Joseph Avenue, afte~ 

Officer X questioned him about the whereabouts oe an acquaintance. 

The officer told the man to drop his weapon. The man fired two 

shots from a .22 pistol at Officer X, wounding him in the left 

thigh. The officer returned fire, killing --. 

"LA., good as you can get" the captain grimly offered. "The broad who 

said that he waited to blow him away was full of shit. Two cops saw it 

differently. Those p,eople t.l'ill always stand up for their own." The 

chief asked for the service, personnel and psychiatric records of the 

two backup officers, both veterans with long servi~e in the precinct 

with Officer X. Both service records indicated a series of unusual 
• 

incidents; one officer was sccused of covering up a beating; the other 

man was accused of participating in a "late cop. parts" at a local 

brothel. Neither, however, was sufficiently substantiated to warrant a 

shift in assignment or suspension. At 5 p.m. the cayor called. "'i.'hat 

was the chief going to do about his shooting? Did the chief know that a 

... .. 



rally was planned that night in the Baptist church?" The chief spoke to 

the district attorney's office before leaving for home. The D.A. wanted 

the "paperwork" on the shooting by the next morning. He said he'd hud 

more than a dozen calls about it already. "What," he wanted to know, 

IIwas the chief going to do about his shooting problem?" 

A similar set of pressures has been faced over a shooting incident 

by police chiefs in Los Angeles, Birmingham, Miami, Oakland, Philadel

phia, Chicago, and many other cities during the past several years. In 

this chapter, we will consider several of th~ techniques, procedures~ 

and policies available to the chief to minimize occurrence of the 

phenomenon and to make handling easier if it does occur. We will 

outlir~ the usefulness of formal administrative policy, training proce

dures, operatiOl'lal rules, and shol)ting review procedu~es in reducing the 

rate of deadly force by police officers. We will also address some of 

the forces which counteract the effective implementation of an effective 

organizational app'I:oach to control of the. use of deadly force; we will 

consider, for example, the conflicts faced by the chief desiring at once 

to protect the lives of innocent citizens from abuse of police force and 

to maintain sufficient political support (both within and without the 

police department) to continue to administer his department effectively, 

The police association, for example, is likely, as discussed in Chapter 

to oppose virtual),y any itlpvsition of a fimer, more restrictive 1. ule or 

approach. 

In our discussion of t!\e. administrative control of deadly force. we. 

will build on the argulIlents developed eurlier. \;12 have, in previous 

chapt.ers, described the sequential (and complex) nature of decisions to 

use deadly force; we have argued that the be~ildaring array of personal 
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and situational forces that interact in armed confrontations makes the 

administrative control of police deadly force extremely difficult. In 

emphasizing the psychological complexity of the police deci~ion to use 

or not use deadly force, we hope to have conveyed the exceedingly diffi

cult judgment required of an officer required to implement almost any 

deadly force policy. This ecphasis is illustrated by the comment of one 

police chief who perceptively observed, "You can attempt to control your 

department but you never can keep your officers from thinking and making 

judgments," 

The difficulties of the administrative control of police deadly 

force are compounded by the reality that its use within the context of a 

democratic society by necessity poses powerful dilemmas. As a West 

German police officer interviewed by George Berkeley (1969) obGerved, 

"Democracy is awfully hard on the police." The officer con:inued, 

stating that, during the Nazi period Hermann Goring sa:id, "When a 

policeman shoots, I shoot." In a democratic society, in contrast, there 

are forces to reduce shooting to the minimum level consistent with 

public ord~t. Moreover, reviews of shooting may be open to public 

scrutiny, and there is always the threat of investigation by the press. 

This normally places a very decanding burden upon both the police 

officer and the police departcent. 

These dilemmas a~e intensified by the occupational realities of 

policing. Street police work de~ands great organizational autonooy for 

its operatives (from patrol officers to comcanders to detectives). 

Police departments are also by necessity highly cohesive social units 

governed more by informal nor=s, than by formal procedures. The 

4 



specific tasks of police work demand that its officers make rapid 

decisions (ofteu irreversible ones), mostly with little direct super-

vision. 

The task of controlling ~,olice deadly force is further compounded 

by both the actual danger fac~d by police officers and the officers' and 

general perceptions of such danger. Since 1968 more than 100 police 

officers have been killed in the line of duty each year. In addition, 

the media, police unions and various political forces have heightened 

public awareness regarding the risks to police officers of violent 

criminals. No police chief in the country can afford to control police 

use of deadly force at the expense of either police safety or, as 
~ 

important, the appearance of police safety. 

The nature of the beast is such that is is possible to have a chief 

who feels deep moral concern about the use of deadly force in his 

department, but can do little to change matters. 

Variation in Departmental Rates of Deadly Force 

We expect it will come as a surprise to no one that there are 

pronounced differences over departments in the rate of use of deadly 

force. One of the early scholars in the area of police use of deadly 

force, Robin, reported such differences in 1963. His resu~ts are 

summarized in Table 7.1, using populations and nuobers of officers as 

comparison bases. 

Table 7.1 

Rate of justifiable Rate of justifiable 
City homicide per 1,000,000 pop. ho=icide per 10,000 officers 

Boston 
Buffalo 
Hilwaukee 
Philadelphia 
Washington 

.40 
1.07 
1.32 
1. 42 
3.06 
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1.05 
4.76 
5.50 
6.08 
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A recent article by Sherman and Langworthy (1980), comparing vital 

health statistics and ".:..lternative sources for police homicides" (s~ch 

as police or newspaper sources) similarly describes broad variations in 

police use of deadly force, whether the vital statistics or "alterna-

tive" sources are used. (See Table 6.3.) For example, using Sherman and 

Langworthy's "alternative" sources, Atlanta police killed 2.4 persons 

per year per 100,000 persons, while Honolulu (judged by the same type of 

data) killed but .07 persons per year per 100,000 population. This 

indicates that the frequency of police homicide in Atlanta was ever 30 

times more common than it was in Honolulu, on a population basis. 

Obviously a complex array of social, political, and administrative 

factors influences the rate of use of deadly force in a particular 

police department. Two cities with identical populations may confront 

very different numbers of dangerous and armed offenders. Crime rates, 

arrest patterns, and local gun sale policies contribute to the hazard in 

a particular city or department and have an effect on deadly force rate. 

Administrative policy and shooting review procedure may similarly affect 

rate. While it is difficult to develop an agreeable standard by which 

to judge a police department's rate of shooting, it seems ~lear from 

existing studies that cities show broad variation in the rates of deadly 

force irr-espective of how the number of shooting incidents are compared, 

e.g., by population, number of officers or other criteria • . 
Administrative Int~rvention and Changes in the Rate of Police Deadly 

Force 

An indication of the importance of administrative policy in deter-

mining the rate of use of police deadly force may be found in exa~ining 

changes in the shooting rate ~ithin cities that have experienced cajor 
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administrative changes related eo shooting practices. Atlanta, New York 

arid Newark were all, by means of administrative changes, able to effect 

drops in rates of police use of deadly force in their respective cities. 

Lee Brown, Public Safety Commissioner of Atlanta, for example, commented 

that following major policy reforms in 1975, the rate of deadly force 

sharply declined: 

In Atlanta in 1971 there were 12 citizens killed by police; in. 

1972 there were eight; in 1973, 17; in 1974 there were 12; in 1975, 

seven; in 1976, five; in 1977, six; and this year to date there 

have been three. 

For the number of people shot but not killed by the police during 

the same eight-year period, there are no data available prior to 

1973. In that year, 51 citizens were shot by the police; in 1974 

there. were 22; in 1975 there were 19; in 1976, three; in 1977, one; 

and to date this year there have been four. 

The work of Fyfe (1977; 1980) with the New York Police Department 

provides another important example of the impact of administrative 

reform on the rate of police deadly force. The creation of a shots 

fired review board in 1972 and a change in department shooting policy 

was followed by a substantial drop in the rate of deadly f~rce. That 

effect and the subsequent patterning are sho~~ in Table 6.4. 
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Table 6.3 
Mean Annual Deaths and Death Rates from Homicide by Police Officers 

Based on Vital Statistics and Alternate Data in 36 
Jurisdictions for Various Years from 1966 to 1976 

No. of Years Mean No. of Mean Deaths Per Ratio of 
Compared Deaths Per 100,000 Pop Mean Deaths 

Annum Per Annum Per .A.nnum 
City VS* A** VS A A/VS 

1. At"'lanta 4 6.25 10.50 1.41 2.37 1. 68 
2. Baltimore 2 3.00 8.00 0.34 0.91 2.67 
3. Birmingham 4 1.80 6.00 0.63 2.10 3.33 
4. Boston 2 2.00 2.50 0.32 0.40 1.25 
5. Chicago 7 9.29 33.00 0.29 1.03 3.55 
6. Cleveland 2 12.50 10.50 1. 84 1.55 0.84 
7. Columbus 2 2.50 2.00 0.46 0;37 0.80 
8. Dallas 2 10.50 7.50 1. 29 0.92 0.71 
9 • Denver 2 1.00 4.00 0.19 0.78 4.00 

J.O .' Detroit 3 15.67 29.67 1.13 2.14 1.89 
11. District of 

Columbia 3 4.67 10.67 0.64 1. 45 2.29 
12. Honolulu 2 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.07 
13. Houston 2 0.50 15.00 0.04 1.14 30.00 
14. Indianapolis 3 7.00 4.00 0.96 0.55 0.57 
15. Jacksonville 2 0.50 5.50 0.10 1.05 11.00 
16. Kansas City, 

Mo. 3 0.00 3.33 0.00 0.94 0.00 
17. Long Beach 4 0.50 1. 75 {) .14 0.50 3.50 
18. Los Angeles 4 7.50 21. 25 0.27 0.76 2.83 
19. Memphis 8 0.13 5.25 0.02 0.81 40.39 
20. Milwaukee 2 1.00 3.00 0.14 0.43 3.00 
21. Oakland 5 1. 40 2.00 0.40 0.57 1.43 
22. Philadelphia 11 9.45 14.18 0.50 0.74 1.50 
23. Phoenix 2 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.24 
24. Portland 4 0.75 1.00 0.20 0.27 1.33 
25. San Antonio 2 1.00 3.00 0.13 0.40 3.00 
26. San Diego 4 2.00 1. 25 0.28 0.17 0.63 
27. San Francisco 4 2.25 3.25 0.32 0.46 1.44 
28. San Jose 4 2.00 1. 50 0.41 0.31 0.75 
29. Seattle 2 1. 00 3.50 0.20 O.iO 3.50 
30. St. Louis 2 4.00 6.50 0.72 1.16 1. 63 
31. Sa..:ramento 4 3.00 2.00 1.14 0.76 0.67 
32. New York 

County 5 5.00 24.80 0.34 1. iO 4.96 
33. Bronx County 5 5.80 14.00 0.14 0.98 2.b.l 
34. Kings County 5 13.40 13.00 0.54 0.52 0.97 
35. Queens County 5 3.60 8.20 0.18 0.':'2 2.28 
36. Staten Island 5 0.60 1. 00 0.19 0.32 1. 67 
(New York City 
Total) (5) (28.40) (61. 60) (0.37) (0.80) (2.17) 

*VS = Vital Statistics **A = A1terna:e Source of Data 
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Year 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

Table 6.4 

Shots Fired Wounding of Persons, and Fatalities 
by New York Police Officers 

Annual Reduction/ 
Shots Fired ~oloundings Fatalities Increase of shots fired 

556 121 54 -29.5% 
470 109 56 -15.46% 
439 97 41 -6.5% 
374 . 86 42 -14.80% 
414 98 49 +10.6% 
372 80 41 -10.1% 
364 72 30 - .2% 
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While there are confounding factors from year to year (e.g. changes 

in crime rate, number of employed police officers, etc.) the almost 

steady decrease from 1972 makes an alternate explanation much les~ 

reasonable. Fyfe (1979) writes: "One question is asked whether fire-

arms policies are effective--are they effective in reducing the inci-

dence of police use of deadly force? In New York City the policies did 

reduce the use of deadly force significantly. Prior to the guidelines, 

18.4 New York City police officers were shooting their guns every week. 

Following the promulgation of the guidelines, that declined to less than 

13 per week." 

Other cities hav€ eXperienced notable declines in the rate in which 

deadly forc6 is used. Kansas City, Mo. has decreased in police shooting 

incidents from 40 per year to 17 per year. Los Angeles has decreased in 

killings of civilians from 33 in 1976 to 14 in 1979. Newark, New Jersey 

has decreased its fatality rate from an average of 8 per year (from 

1967-72) to an average of less than 2 per year under the administration 

of Hubert Williams (1974-80). Shots fired at persons were reduced from 

72 in 1971 to 19 in 1977. Other cities which have reported steep 

declines in the rate of deadly force include Detroit, ~ashington, D.C., 

and Seattle. 

There is the possibility that these declines in deadly force are 

related to extraneous factors such as declines in population, nu~er of 
I 

officers or crime rate needs to be rigorously examined, but this possi-

bility seems unlikely given the available data .. ~nile population has 

steadily declined in many of these urban areas, crime rates have either 

remained constant or risen in each case. In some cities the total 

number of officers has sli£htly de~reased due to financial constraints; 
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however, the average workload per officer and the per officer contact 

rate with violent persons has probably increased. 

Management Strategies to Control Police Deadly Force 

In thinking about strategies to control use of deadly force by 

police officers, one must consider the nature of police decisions to use 

deadly force as well as the array of methods available to regulate these 

decisions. As we emphasized in Chapter Five, the decision to use deadly 

force often occurs with extreme suddenness, under unprepared conditions. 

Police deadly force decisions are most often made under emotionally 

stressful conditions in which it is most difficult to distinguish 

appearance from reality. Also, police officers are very varied in terms 

of their moral outlook and the psychological skills they bring to a 

confrontation. Finally, a use of deadly force is by nature an irrever

sible decisiott. 

Organizational theory suggests that it is diff:i.cult to ensure 

compliance with policy guidelines aimed at regulating an activity that 

requires a complex judgment on the part of trained personnel. ~~ile it 

is relatively easy to attain compliance when activities are routine, as 

in production-line work, activities that require complex j~dgment and 

decision making p as those of a lawyer or surgeon, are far '.nore difficult 

to control. In these judgment-dependent actiVities, only actions which 

are grossly negligent, for example, those actions for which virtually no 

justification may be found, typically will be subject to direct ad~ini

strative sanctions. One reason for the difficulty is the organizational 

necessity to protect the decision-maker from unfair after-the-fact 

evaluations which may not take into account the context in which the 
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judgment was made. That factor was discussed earlier when a distinction 

was made between reasonable and right decisions. 

Etzioni (1969) suggests three models of organizational control: 

1. coercive~ 

2. instrumental, 

3. normative • .. 
Coercive control emphasizes intensive scrutiny and draconian 

punishments for non-compliance. Instrumental control implies product 

and performance in monitoring and achievement for rewards. Normative 

control achieves compliance through intensive socialization and indoc

trination rather than direct monitoring and sanctioning. Most organi

zations requiring complex judgments by key personnel will use either 

instrumental or normative methods of control. A corporation division 

head, for example, will be evaluated by the profitability of his divis

ion, as determined by a rigorous audit of his division's finances. 

Other professionals such as physicians, professors and lawyers (and even 

S.S. commanders--Etzioni's example), are typically controlled more 

through adherence to a common normative ideology. ~~at Etzioni calls 

semi-professions, such as social work, policing and school teaching, 

frequently employ core coercive techniques to ensure compliance, when 

appropriate behavior is defined and compliance is considered important 

by the organization. It is important to note in this context that what 

may be considered important to outside observers is not necessarily 

important to policy-makers in the organization •. 

Law enforcement officials rarely publicly articulate the strategies 

they use to ensure officer con~pliance to departmental rules. It should 

also be noted that the chief's stated approach to dealing with his ow~ 
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troops may be startlingly different from those he applies to the larger 

society - both criminals and othel' citizens. Thus, one very "liberal" 

chief who demonstrated great public concern for the civil rights of 

citizens was a notorious martinet in terms of ensuring officer comp

liance to departmental rules (including adherence to "hair-cut" stan

dards). A hard-line public law and order chief, on the other hand (in 

charge of a huge city police department), initiated few disciplinary 

actions against officers - including those charged with serious abuse or 

negligence. 

In any event, the point is that broad management strategies for 

controlling deadly force must often be inferred and the inferential 

process is fraught with risk. The following constructions are, thus, to 

be understood as approximations, although they do have similarities to 

more general typology of organizational control (see, e.g., McGregor, 

1960 and Argyris, 1975). 

Strategy A: "Sev~re and Punitive Sanctions" 

This strategy assumes that the individual police officer is scarely 

more governable than the criminal he is supposed to arrest. One chief 

summed up his shooting policy by indicating that "Any guy "'ho makes a 

mistake gets his ass." Officers found violating shooting guidelines 

will often be fined or suspended or, more comeanly, fired, or even 

referred for prosecution. A bit of Hobbesian thinking may be found in 

the defense of this strategy to control police deadly force. One 

internal affairs lieutenant commented, "These guys if )'OU let thee run 

wild, you would find dead bodies allover the streets. You have to show 

them who's in charge." Fear of the internal affairs departeent is an 

14 



integral part of this administrative strategy. One seasoned officer 

described the head of internal affairs in his department "as the scar

iest thing since Godzilla!" Another internal affairs chief was describ-

ed "as being so scary even the chief is afraid of him." 

Strategy B: "The Marginal Utility of Control" .. 
This strategy is fli.t' more often practiced than preached. It is 

charitable in its views toward the line police officer, suggesting that 

if armed officers confront armed citizens often et.ough, some citizens 

will inevitability be killed by police officers. Errors from this point 

of view are seen as regrettable, but largely unpreventable. One ass is-

tant chief frankly suggested that, "if I did ~ll the things the liberals 

wanted me to do, then maybe I'd save one life" (of the roughly 20 lives 

lost due to the police use of lethal force each year in his city). 

Management 'contrOl using this approach is achieved by following "stan-
, 

dard" procedures. All shootings are investigated; few result in oerious 

disciplinary actions or legal charges against the officers. Strategy B 

officers in internal affairs tend to be rather sympathetic with "the 

street" realities of patrol officers. In a few of the Strategy B cities 

we reviewed, the head of the shooting review board was also the head of 

the S.W.A.T. unit. Internal affairs officers tend to view cany of the 

shooting cases before ,them as either "righteous" or, at worst, "quest-

ionable but acceptable," One head of a shooting review board noted that 

most of his cases involved "bad gu;:s with guns.'! t..'hat do :'ou expect the 

guy to do, put flowers in the "bastard's teeth." 
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Strategy C: "They Have to be Taught" 

This strategy emphasizes, as one would guess, the role of training 

a~d education in the control of police deadly force. This strategy 

suggests that the officer is faced with a decision that few men can be 

expected to implement successfully without a great deal of support, 

supervision and training. In one city, the chief mandated monthly 

shooting qualification of officers in both "silhouette and standing" 

situation shootings. This department offered officers no fewer than 

five programs which related at least in part to the use of deadly force. 

These included a complex shoot/don't shoot program; a program in crisis 

intervention skills; stress-management seminars; a class on "legal 

aspects of force"; and finally a class "on non-lethal force and emotion

ally disturbed persons." In Strategy C departments, officers involved 

in ambiguous or "controversial" shooting situations are more often 

assigned to retraining than they are disciplined. The head of a shoot

ing review board characteristically observ~d that his "tactical reviews" 

were immAdiately "recycled" into the training program to correct future 

"tactical, psychological, or legal mistakes." 

Strategy D: "Stepping Back" 

This impli~it strategy is far less sanguine about the malleability 

and trainability of the police officer than is Strategy C. The ~ay to 

control police shootings is to avoid the types of situations Which are 

likely to produce controversial use of deadly force. Policies are both 

defensive and reactive. "Problem Officers" are given desk jobs; risky 

chases are broken off; field commanders in the field lecture on their 

particular "aggressive practices." S.\~.A.T. teams are called in 
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whenever possible; pursuits are discouraged; and controversial en-

counters are avoided. When shooting incidents do occur they are re-

viewed somewhat defensively. One internal affairs captain admitted that 

""'e don't normally do any investigation unless there is a complaint." 

Another internal affairs sergeant observed that "We try to keep things 

as quiet as possible; that's the message we get from above--don't make .. 
waves unless you have to." 

This four-part typology, of ~ourse, suffers from all of the limi-

tations of similar efforts to conceptualize types of police administra

tions or functions (see Wilson, 1968, for example). Many departments, 

in fact, use mUltiple strategies in controlling their officers' use of 

deadly force. Also, this typology of organizational control strategies 

ignores the relationship of the type of strategy used to control police 

deadly force to broader departmen~al style. For example, Strategy D 

("Stepping Back") would be expected in a department with what Wilson 

calls a "watchman" policing style; similarly Strategy C, emphasi::ing 

tra:i.ning, seems consistent in a department with a "ser.:ice" orientation; 

finally Strategies A and B would be expected in departments with what 

Wilson (1968) might term legalistic orientations to policing. 

Even a preliminary typology like that offered above, however, is 

useful in emphasizing the diversity in attitude in the control of police 

deadly force. NeIman (1973) and Williams (1980), among others, have 
• 

suggested that it is the overall tone of a department that determines 

the scope of management mechanisms used to control police deadly force 

(e. g., guidelines, training, operational rules, revie",' procedures, etc.) 

and possibly (controlling for other factors) the frequency with ~hich 
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officers in the department will use their guns against citizens. One 

chief argued this position as follows: 

It's not so much training or guidelines or any specific measure. 

Rather it is the attitude the chief executive takes towards the 

problem. You will find, for example, ~ny departments with similar 

sounding paper policies having very different operational policies 

and also will find very different shooting rates. It's something 

elsel It's the whole approach the top guy takes to the problem. 

Whether or not he I s serious about what they do 'VTith those guns. 

Specific Policies Designed to Control Police Dpadly Force 

Recently, attention has been focused upon specific administrative 

mechanisms which might reduce the rate of police deadly force. Chapman 

(1967) has argued· that each police department should develop a specific 

shooting policy that systematically encompasses all relevant ~omponents 

in a unified package. The development of that SQrt of policy, he 

believes, should take into account the SOCial, legal, personnel and 

demographic realities unique to the particular police department. It 

should include specific provisions fo~: 

1. guidelines, 

2. training, 

3. operational rules and procedures, 

4. shooting reviews. 

We will review each of these four provisions of a systematic policy to 

control deadly force, attempting to concepr.ua:ize the ~ays in which each 

contributes to the end result. We will also ~xplore some recent 

18 



.---------------------

innovations in each area and focus upon some of the difficulties imp1i-

cit in each mechanism. 

1. Guidelines 

One administrative means of controlling police use of deadly force 

may be found in shooting guidelines used to restrict police shooting to .. 
specific situations. Such guidelines are most often more specific and 

restrictive than statute law. 

As recently as 1970, many departments had no gui~elines beyond such 

truisms in personnel manuals as "Leave your gun in your holster until 

you intend to use it." But that has changed considerably over the last 

decade. A survey by the I.A.C.P. in 1980 found that every department 

tb;;J.t responded to its qUestionnaire had a written policy, and many of 

thes~;. policy statements contain moral, ethical and constitutional 

discussions as well as specification of when it is appropriate and 

acceptable to shoot. The 1977 Los Angeles Police "Use of Firearms 

Policy" below, for example, provides a model of a comprehensive, inte1-

1igib1e, yet sufficiently open-ended policy. It replaced a far more 

ambiguous and open-ended policy allowing the shooting, for example, of 

any type of fleeing felon. This document was created following a series 

of shootings with political repercussions. The policy reflected inten-

sive study, dialogue ~nd compromise among various functions and betweel". 

the department and its constituency. The availability of such a docu-

ment makes public the expectations and standards of the department ~hile 

preserving freedom of interpretation for the officer. This type of 

document also articulates a general departmental "philosophyll regarding 

the use of deadly force. 
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Polic.1..!. 

1. PREAMBLE TO THE POLICY ON THE USE OF FIREARMS. The use of a 
firearm is in all probability the most serious act in which a law 
enforcement officer will engage. It has the most far-reaching 
consequences for all of the parties involved. It is, therefore, 
imperative not only that the officer act within the bo\'nciaries of 
legal guidelines, ethics, good judgment, a~d accepted practices, 
but also that the officer be prepared by training, leadership and 
direction to act wisely ,,'henever using a firearm in the course of 
duty. 

A reverence for the value of human life shall guide officers in 
considering the use of deadly force. \fhile officers have an affir
mative duty to u~;e that degree of force necessary to protect human 
life, the use of deadly force is not justified merely to protect 
property interests. 

It is in the public interest that a police officer of this 
Department be guided by a policy which people believe to be fair 
and appropriate and which creates public confidence in the Depart
ment and its individua 1, officers. 

This policy is not intended to create doubt in the mind of an 
officer at a moment when action is critical and there is little 
t~.me fo"r meditation or reflection. It provides basic guidelines 
governing the use of firearms so that officers can be confident in 
exercising judgment as to the use of deadly force. Such a policy 
must be viewed as an administrative guide for decision-making 
before the fact and as a standard for administrative judgment of 
the propriety of the action taken. It is not to be considered a 
standard for external judgment (civil or criminal litigation) of 
the propriety of an action taken. This is a matter of established 
law and also a process for courts and juries reviewing specific 
facts of a given incident. 

II. NECESSITY THAT OFFICERS BE ARlffiD. As long as members of the public 
are victims of violent crimes and officers in the performance of 
their duties are confronted with deadly force, it will remain 
necessary for police officers to be properly armed for the protec
tion of society and themselves. 

III. REASON FOR THE USE OF DEADLY FORCE. An officer is equipped with a 
firearm to protect himself or others against the immediate threat 
of death or serious bodily injury or to apprehend a fleeing felon 
who has committed ~ ,.'iolent crice and whose escape presents a 
substantial risk of death or serious bodily injury to others. 

IV. PROTECTION OF GENERAL PUBLIC. Regardless of the nature of the crime 
or the justification for firing at a suspect, officers must 
remember that their basic responsibility is to protect the public. 
Officers shall not fire under conditions that would subject by
standers or hostages to death or possibl~ injury, except to pre
serve life or prevent serious bodily injury. Firing under such 
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conditions is not justified unless the failure to do so at the time 
would create a substantial immediate threat of death or serious 
bodily injury. 

V. MINIMIZING THE RISK OF DEATH. An officer does not shoot with the 
intent to kill; he shoots when it is necessary to prevent the 
individual from completing what he is attempting. In the extreme 
stres~ of a shooting situation, an officer may not have the 
opportunity or ability to direct his shot to a non-fatal area. To 
require him to do so, in every instance, could increase the risk of 
harm to himself or others. Howe,rer, in keeping with the philosophy 
that the minimum force that is necessary should be used, officers 
should be aware that, even in the rar'e cases where the use of 
firearms reasonably appears necessary, the risk of death to any 
person should be minimized. 

VI. THE USE OF DEADLY FORCE. An officer is authorized the use of deadly 
force when it reasonably appears necessary: 

A. To protect himself or others from an immediate threat of death 
or serious bodily injury, or 

B. To prevent a crime where the suspect's actions place persons.in 
jeopardy of death or serious injury, or 

C. To apprehend a fleeing felon for a crime involving serious 
bodily injury or the use of deadly force where there is a 
substantial risk that the person whose arrest is sought will 
cause death or serious bodily injury to others if apprehension 
is delayed. 

Officers shall not use deadly force to protect themselves from 
assaults which are not likely to have serious results. . 

Firing at or from moving vehicles is generally prohibited. 
Experience shows such action is rarely effective and .is 
extremely hazardous to innocent persons. 

Deadly force shall only be exercised when all reasonable 
alternatives have been exhal'~ted ot' appear impracticable. 

VII. JUSTIFICATION LUlITED TO FACTS K...'W\-'TN TO OFFICER. ·Justification for 
the use of deadly force must be limited to what reasonably appear 
to be the facts Known or perceived by an officer at the time he 
decides to shoot. Facts unknown to an officer, no matter how 
compelling. cannot be considered at a later date to justify a 
shooting. 

VIII. SUSPECTED FELONY OFFEh~ERS. An officer shall not fire at a person 
who is called upon to halt on mere suspicion and who simply runs 
away to avoid art'est. Nor should an officer fire at a I!fleeing 
felonl! if the officer has any doubt whether the pet'son fired at is 
in fact the person against whom the u~e of deadly force is per
mitted under this policy. 
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IX. YOUTHFUL FELONY SUSPECTS. This D'epartment has always utilized 
extreme caution with respect to the use of deadly force against 
youthful offenders. Nothing in this policy is intended to reduce 
the degree of care required in such cases. 

X. SHOOTING AT FLEEING MISDEMEANANTS. Officers shall not use deadly 
force to effect the arrest or prevent the escape of a person whose 
only offense is classified solely as a misdemeanor under the Penal 
Code. 

XI. FIRING WARNING SHOTS. Generally, warning shots should not be fired. 

XII. DRAWING OR EXHIBITING FIREARMS. Unnecessarily or prematurely 
drawing or exhibiting a firearm limits an officer's alternatives in 
controlling a situation, creates unnecessary anxiety on the part of 
citizens, and may result in an unwarranted or accidental discharge 
of the firearm. Officers shall not draw or exhibit a f~rearm unless 
the circumstances surrounding the incident create a reasonable 
belief that it may be necessary to use the firearm in conformance 
with this policy on the use of firearms. 

Other departmental policy statements are far less comprehensive, 

restrictive, and clear than that of the Los Angeles department. But no 

modern ones are like the one reported by Chapman (1969) which cons~sted 

of the not-too-useful apr'Jrism, "Never take me (1. e., your gun) out in 

anger, never put me back in disgrace." The city of Charlotte (North 

Carolina) Police Department's statement below as an example of a rather 

"terse" and almost incomprehensibly open-ended departmental shooting 

guideline: 

DEADLY FORCE 

1. The officer may use only that amount of deadly force which is 
reasonably necessary. If a peaceful means is at his disposal and 
would serve as well, he must use it. If another means exists for 
dealing with the situation, it must be used. 

2. The officer may use deadly force. 

3. The officer is justified in using deadly force only when 
reasonably necessary. 

V. PUB~IC SAFETY 

A. WARNING SHOTS: The danger to in~ucent bystanders must be taken 
into consideration. 
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B. CALL FOR ASSISTANCE: The rules pertaining to warning shots apply 
except if there is no other way to summon assistance. 

C. HOVING VEHICLES: 

Summary: When discharging a firearm, an officer must consider the lives 
and safety of others. 

The effectiveness of restrictive guidelines has been well 

documented in a series of recent studies. Meyer (1980) has shown that 

the implementation of the restrictive Los Angeles guidelines (given 

above) has had a major impact upon the use of deadly force by police 

personnel since their adoption. Meyer writes: 

Commencing in 1978, there was a liubstantial decrease in persons 
shot (hit) and persons shot fatally. The number of persons actually 
shot - - that is, hit - - changed little prior to 1978, and the 
number of persons shot fatally did not decline prior to that year. 
The number of persons shot increased through 1976; the number shot 
fatally increased through 1977. About 80 persons per year were shot 
from 1974 through 1977. This number decreased to 63 in 1978 and 61 
in 1979. About 30 people per year were shot fatally from 1974 
through 1977, but the number of shooting fatalities dropped to 20 
in 1978 and 14 in 1979. 

TABLE 3: TOTAL PERSONS SHOT (HIT) AND PERSONS SHOT FATALLY BY YEAR 

1974* 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Total number 
shot (hit) 75 81 84 74 63 61 

Number 
killed 26 30 30 33 20 14 

*Includes SLA shcotout (4 shot, 2 killed by LAPD bullets.) 

Similar results have been found to follow implementation of more 

restrictive guidelines in other cities, as noted above. To repeat 

Fyfe's (1978) findings, for example, the promulgation of a new general 

order regulating deadly force saw a dramatic decline of deadly force by 

New York police officers during the next several years: 

In August of 1972, the !'\ew Lork Cit)' Police Department prot:lulgated 
guidelines which emphasized the value of life and declared the 
police revolver to be a device IIfor personal protection against 
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persons feloniously attacking an officer or others at close range." 
This directive, T.O.P. #237, also generally proscribed warning 
shots, shots to summon assistance, shots which endanger innocents, 
and shots at or from moving vehicles. It also provided for strin
gent investigatory and reporting requirements and established a 
top-level review board to review and adjudicate all police firearms 
discharges. 

The effects of this order on police shootings in New York City were 
dramatic, immediate, and continuing. During the S-year period 
1971-1975, which was the subject of my research, 14.7 New York City 
police officers fired their guns every week. Dividing those 5 years 
at the effective date of T.O.P. #237, howeve.r, shows that this 
average is deceptive: before T.O.P. #237, 18.4 officers fired their 
guns every week; after T.O.P. #237, that number declined to 12.9. 

Before T.O.P. #237, New York City police shot and wounded 3.9 
people every week; after T.O.P. #237 that figure decreased to 2.3. 
Before T.O.P. #237, New York City police shot and killed 1.6 
persons every week; after T.O.P. #237, that figure decreased to 

~ 1. o. During the 2 years and 9 months betweercl the end of my study 
and September 1, 1978, that figure has further declined to .6 
citizen deaths per week. 

In Seattle, a reduction from 20 shooting incide~.\ts per year to 

fewer than ten followed the creation of a more restrictive shooting 

policy. Changes i~ shooting guidelines in both Detroit, Michigan and 

Washington, D.C. seemingly reduced the rate of deadly force by roughly 

40% in Detroit and 35% in Washington, D.C. 

It is uncertain whether the reductions stem entirely from the 

restrictions on the types of situations in which deadly force may be 

used (for exarople, not against a felon fleeing from a property crime), 

or there is an attitudinal change with impact upon shootings within the 

self-defense justification category, and similar allowed categories, not 

directly affected by the change in guidelines. 

Several critics have emphasized that licitation in their co~ents 

about deadly force guidelines. It has been noted by Berkeley, 1969; 

McKl~:nan, 1973; Rubinstein, 19i3, and others, moreover, that as empha-

sized by many police officers and their associations, poltcy state-

24 



ments that are too encompassing may inhibit police functioning and 

endanger the police. And a review of guidelines by Gigliotti (1977) 

suggests that some are even more confusing than the state justification 

statutes (e.g., "Officers should not be allowed to fire at felony 

suspects when lesser force could be used; when the officer believes that 

the suspect can be apprehended reasonably soon thereafter ••• "). He 

ironically observes that "to apply the necessary permitted force is a 

feat rivaling the Amazing Kreskin (a noted mindreader of some repute) • 

• • ". While shooting guidelines may reduce the discretion to shoot, 

they will not do away with the need to process information, evaluate it 

and. decide whether or not to shoot on the basis of a multitude of 

factors. 

Even police departments that have specific administrative shooting 

guidelines frequently allow the officer broad latitude in deciding when 

to shoot. As we observed in Chapter Four, police officers shoot in only 

a small percentage of the instances in which they are legally or admini

stratively justified in doing so. Similarly, Kaplan's (1980) report 

regarding the Los Angeles police suggested that guidelines simply define 

an outer circumference of what is administratively defensible, and that 

the circumference is large even when the guidelines are strict. The 

police officer still has the burden of distinguishing "between a shoot

ing that is necessary .and one which is legally allowable." The "tight

est" of guidelines, thus, allows the shooting of a relatively large 

number of persons if officers were to shoot in nearly all s~tuations 

where they were administratively permitted to shoot. In addition, 

restrictive guidelines may create conflicts between statute and a~~in

istrative definitions of permissible deadly force. In Long Beach ~ 
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Peterson, the courts ruled t~at the city of Long Beach could be held 

civilly liable to the standards set in its administrative guidelines. 

The decision stated that a city could be sued if it failed to meet the 

stringent standards set in its public gUidelines. This, as one Calif

ornia chief observed, created a dilemma bet'lo.'een a "city's conscience" 

and its "pocketbook." The chief went on to observe that "the formulation 

of restrictive guidelines might cost his city 10 or 20 million dollars 

over the next several years." Other cities (for example, San, ose, New 

York, and Los Angeles) have been sued by police unions demanding that 

these departments return to less restrictive state shooting statutes. 

In summary, while restrictive guidelines do indeed reduce shootings 

within their specified domain - as, for example, no shooting at felons 

fleeing after burg1arj.es - they are of much core limited use in a 

broader rauge of situations - as, for example, when people are, or may 

be, in danger. 

2. Training 

Training is another obvious mode of control. We will consider 

several aspects of police training that carry implications for the use 

of deadly force. 

The first of these is actual shooting. It is widely believed that 

existing training offered in the area of technical shooting is inc:l.de

quate. Most departments simply offer static target shooting during 

pre-service training, supplemented by periodic (seciannual. quarterly, 

or monthly) requalifications. Often s~ch tech~ical shooting is conducted 

in a manner that is totally divorced from any possible street condi

tions; for example, shots will be fired at static targets in daylight 

more than 60 feet away. Typically, officers ~ill fire 20 or core shots 
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at pap~r targets on command of the training officer. Such training may 

be supplemented by "double action" firing (two shots at a time) or a 

shotgun course. Critics point out that such range shooting doe~ not 

prepare officers for real life armed confrontations. For one thing, 

realistic leveJ'.s of stress are certainly absent from such training 

exercises. Observations of officers who had achieved high scores in .. 
static training revealed that accuracy scores tended to plummet dramat-

ically when the men were harrassed by range officers or after they ran 

100 yards. 

Further, officers will often practice shooting while firing from an 

arm rest in a static position. As one officer who had been involved in 

several shootings sarcastically commented, "It's completely unrealistic, 

a police Disneyland. You have time to set up; no one is trying to kill 

you and you aren't completely stressed out from six other insane assign·~ 

ments. Also you're not moving and the target's not moving. Othe~'ise the 

training is fantastic here." 

It should be noted that in many departments, training of all sorts 

is relegated to the position of a very low priority activity. "Roll-

call" training may be terminated when there is almost any sort of 

competitive need. And officers who fail to "qualify" (at their periodic 

shooting trials) are often simply returned to duty. Also, many cities, 

faced with severe bud&et cuts, have chosen to curtail or susper.d some 

training activities. 

Some cities have made intensive efforts to.improve training related 

to deadly force. First, ~everal police departments in the past few years 

have developed new approaches to train officers in rapid shooting 

judgments. The Riverside(California) Police Depart:ent has developed a 
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quick perception reaction shooting program called "shoot/don't shoot." 

The approach was described in a "60 Minutes" television program and has 

been adapted as a major film training program by Motorola (1976, 1979), 

which is widely used in both mediu~\I-sized and large departments. 

The Riverside Police Department's "shoot/don't shoot" program is 

conducted in an indoor training range. Each officer in the department 

must qualify monl:hly in the program. A film is proj ected on a blank 

sheet of paper placed at a distance of roughly 10 yards from the of

ficer, presenting the officer with a dramatized shooting encounter. The 

range master instructs each of a pair of shooters to fire his or her 

weapon only when necessary, consistent with the laws of the State of 

California and the guidelines of the Riverside Police Department. The 

officers lire then placed in darkness in their shooting stalls; told to 

load thei1~ weapons and are presented with a brief film vignette (roughly 

1-4 minutes) portraying a possible shooting situation, projected on the 

paper target. 

In one ~uch situation. the officer is confronted by a group of 

three Hispanic men who first hesitate upon an order to halt and then 

turn and raise a concealed pistol at the officer. A related scenario 

shows an irate housewife who quickly draws (and fires) a concealed 

pistol at the police officers viewing the file. Another shows a ~an 

"hovering" over a man who has beerl sho t in the head. This man '"'ho is 

holding a pistol turns out to be a neighbor who has found his friend 

shot and has naively picked up his gun. In another vignette, police 

officers respond to a "burglary in progress" in a convenience store. An 

older man turns quickly towards the officers slowly and somewhat inco

herently e~plaining that he is the manager of the store. Another 
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.' ., 
situation portrays a "robbery in progress" call in a variety store. The 

officers' observe a black soldier in front of the counter and a pretty 

(and white) female behind the cash register. The black soldier turns 

out to be the victim of the robbery. The female perpetrator rapidly 

points her weapon and fires at the officers. In each simulation the 

~fficer must choose when to fire and must fire with sufficient accuracy .. 
to hit the appropriate target projected upon the paper screen. 

Officers observed participating in this training exercise made 

several errors repeatedly; several were outgunned by the opponents on 

the screen; others shot with little accuracy. AlsQ, there were several 

innocent citizens shot by the trainees. (In one simulation, we saw an 

innocent victim shot by each of six officers we observed go through the 

training.) One simulation showed a "reported" armed person near a 

railroad trestle. The trainee encounters (on the f:i.lm) a somewhat 

disoriented young man who ignores all orders to halt. Suddenly, the 

rangemaster fires from the darkness to simulate an unexpected real shot 

being fired in a tense situation. In each training session we obsenred, 

the officers in training began firing almost instantaneously with the 

rangemaster. The disoriented young man turns out to be a deaf mute who 

was reaching for a wallet with a card which read If I A1-1 PEAF AND Dt."MB." 

One lieutenant who shot the man through the head exclaimed as he walked 

forward in the darkness to observe his score: "Oh, my God, I probably 

shot a cop,!' obviously realizing the gravity of his reflexive response. 

An improvement of the IIshoot/don't shoot" approach has been devel-

oped by Septet.lber and Associates, located in Tukwilla, y,'ashington. The 

company has developed a computer-synchron~zed slide tape siculator which 

is adaptable in that sequences of slides can be altered and speeded up 
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or slowed down. The simulator, for e~ample, can diagnose an officer's 

"early" or "lateH response to a simulated shooting situation. 

The September and Associates training simulation begins with the 

officer place,d in the dark. of the Washington State Criminal Justice 

Academy training range. The trainer hands a young recruit a .38 "short 

special" loaded with blanks and tells him, "to react as you would on the 

streets." The trainer seeks to instill enough tension in the trainee to 

"simulate at least some of the tension of an armed confrontation". The 

trainee is then placed in total darkness awaiting the start of the 

simulation. 

Finally, a dispatch like the following is heard in the dark: 

"Robbery in progress, black male with shotgun - 7012 77th street." All 

of a sudden, five slide projectors acting sequentially portray a police 

car slclw1y approaching a 7-11 store. As it arrives, a young robber runs 

towards the officer from the 7-11 store with what appears to be a 

sawed-off shotgun and immediately turns toward him. The officer who was 

undergoing the training, during one of our observations, fired at slide 

76 when the robber leveled his gun at him. At frame 78 the "armed 

robber" shoots. "Good," says the trainer, "you got him." ~Then, in a 

follow-up scenario, the trainee delayed firing (perhaps distracted by a 

pretty girl who ran across the 7-11 parking lot), and "'as "shot" in 

frame 104 while responding in frame 105, the training officer observed, 

"Well, ne:<t time shoot a bit quicker - but, ok." 

The September and Associates group has further attempted to develop 

scenarios which closely correspond to actual armed confrontations. One 

technique for this purpose involves developing cocputer simulations of 

videotapes of actual police/citizen armed confrontations. The group 
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also has attempted to assure that such factors as lighting, duration of 

the incident and distance between police officers and citizen correspond 

to the realities encountered in actual shooting incidents. 

At'1other p;:'ogram which is seemingly very re.sponsibly conceived, but 

uses no unconventional technology, is the New York Police Departmentts 

outdoor range program. The attempt is to make shooting simulations .. 
correspond to actual street conditions. If reported sho~tings over a 

six-month-period take place in alleys which are three yards wide, then 

the New York outdoor range simulations correspond to that type of 

physical condition. Similarly, shooting distance, race of opponent, 

time frame and other dimensions all are made to correspond to observed 

patterns in recent police/citizen shooting encounters. 

The Riverside, Seattle and New York shooting programs obviously 

reflect major advances over static range firing. There is some evidence -
that such programs have influenced the police shooting rates in the 

cities which have widely adopted ~1'2m. New York shootings have declined 

since 1973, and the shooting pr0gram seems partly responsible. The 

Riverside Police Depar'cment has documented a reduction in shots fired 

per incident. 

Various police departments have developed interesting extensions of 

training related to the use of deadly force. In Rochester, ~ew York, 

police officers receive eight hours of training in the "ethics of the 
• 

use of deadly force." In ~ew York City, trainees receive instruction in 

"legal training related to police use of deadly. force." In these 

programs, officers discuss "grey" areas in the la",', as "'ell as the 

policy and practice of the use of deadly force. In the ~ew York pro-

gram, the recruits receive indoctrination in the legal philosophy 
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underlying the city's use of deadly force guidalines; racruits discuss 

shooting incidents in which the city shooting guidelines are ambiguous. 

Past cases in which the usc of deadly force was either appropriate or 

not are carefully analyzed and discussed. In one New York po1,ice 

training class we observed, the recruits discussed a case in which an 

officer had been knifed by a c:r.l3.zed man. His partner shot the man while 

he was fleeing from the scene (after ehe assailant droPl-'cd his knife), 

He justified his decision on a little used "im·.ninent peril" 1!1ause in 

the New York State statute; this allows for the use of deadly force 

against unarmed persons when they present "imminent pclril" to others. 

The recruits, in an animated way, discussed a variety of cases involving 

the imm:Lnent peril clause and the types of situations where a decision 

to shoot would be either justified or not. 

A related training program was developed by one of the authors 

(Scharf, 1980). Two teams of ten police officers received 36 hours of 

training discussions about the moral implications of hypothetical 

shooting situations. Officers in one simulated situation were given 

an order to report to n building where they met a "neighbor," (actually 

a plainclothes officer) who was reporting a family disturbance. This 

"neighbor" toJ.d tt1Cm that a man "inside the house was about to kill his 

wife." After the trainees resolved the simulated situatiotl (some by 

shooting the man, others not) a discussion followed regarding the 

decision each officer made and the justification for it. 

Another very important, but often neglected, type of training 

involves tactics likely to reduce thea risk of anlcd confrontation. As 
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Rubinstein (1973) observes in the example below, poor tactics often 

contribute to an officer shooting in an armed confrontation. 

.. 

Fro~ a purely technical ppint of view the patrolman 
had initially made an error by failing Co close the 
distance between himself and the suspect, allowing 
himself no alternative but to leave or to use his 
gun. If he had charged the man immediately he might 
have avoided the chance of a more serious incident • 

This type of "street savvy" is very difficult to teach but a few 

departments have attempted sophisticated tactical training programs with 

var.ying success. The New York tactical training program uses cases in 

which training is either controversial or leads to increased hazards for 

the officer. One case (mentioned by the trainers as stimulating produc-

tive and apparently useful discussion) illustrated what the trainer 

called a "mass reflective response" to an armed confrontation: 

Two officers on foot patrol wer~ advised by a 
civilian that a movie theater was being robbed. 
The officers cautiously approached the theater 
and the suspect, wi~ was in the manager's office) 
heard them knock on the door and announced that he 
was coming out with the manager. The officers then 
radioed for help as the suspect left the manager's 
office and entered the theater's ceramic-tiled lobby 
with the manager at gunpoint. Eighteen foot and 
motor patrol officers responded to the c~ll for help 
and confronted the suspect in the lobby which faced 
directly upon the street. As they took up various 
positions on the street, the patrol supervisor ent,ered 
the lobby, holstered his gun and tried to coax the 
suspect into surrend~ring. The patrol supervisor 
suddenly lunged at the suspect, and both fell to 
the floor. As both began to rise, seven of the 
officers fired 31 shots at the suspect, who had his 
gun in hand. The perpetrator fell, instantly killed 
by multiple gunshot wounds. The patrol supervisor 
sufferep :: ",ve gunshot \..'ounds in his left a~ and 
both legs. Four of the other officers present were 
also struck by bullets.which had apparently 
ricocheted off the lobby's tiled ,walls. One of-
fic~r was hit ,in the right ar~, the second in the 
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right thigh, the third in the left side a •. :i right leg, 
and the fourth in the left cheek. The suspect's gun 
was recovered fully loaded. 

The trainer offered suggestions as to how tactical errors created "an 

over-response to the situation" and enter.tained ideas from the officers 

how the situation might have been tactically avoided. 

In many cities, special units are given ongoing tactical training 

regarding barricaded suspects and hostage negotiations. Difficult 

"problems" are staged and officer responses to these problems are 

scrutinized and corrected. Often when time pnrmits, officers, preparing 

for a particularly dangerous armed raid, will rehearse the tactical plan 

prior to the raid. Possible contingencies are discussed in advance and 

plans are made to prevent officer-to-officer cross-fire or unnecessary 

exposure to fire from opponents. 

Such tactical training attempts to influence officer decision-

making well prior to the actual decision ~o shoot. This we argued in 

Chapter Four is essential for 8 successful outcome to many armed con-

frontations. The efficacy of such training (whether formal or informal) 

is reflected in the observation by many police officers that IIprepared" 

armed confrontations (in which training and behavioral rehearsal is 

possible) produce relatively few actual shootings compared with unpre-

pared confrontations (wher~ little preparation or training is possible). 

The usefulness of such training is further indicated in the relative 

rarity of shootings compared to the overall rate of artlfad confrontations 

of units which are glven intensive tactical training slch as LAPD's SWAT 

Team, NYPD's "Street Crime Unit ll and Newark's "Target Red." 

Host tactical training is conducted informally through peer super-

vision and often through debriefing contacts with armed citizens. It 
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might be hypothesized in this respect that officers in units which have 

long experience in working together (presumably thus developing tactical 

plans to meet most situations) and high contact rates with armed per

sons, over time will reduce the risk of shots being fired in any parti

cular armed confrontation. This hypothesis (if confirmed) l,.;ou1d indicate 

that coping with armed confrontations is a trainable skill involving 

complex tactical and strategy techniques which are trainable through 

experience. 

Another type of training teaches officers the in;erpersonal skills 

likely to avoid dangerous conflicts with agitated citizens. Such train

ing is of course most relevant to armed confrontation with an extensive 

"information exchange" with the opponent (e.g., a family disturbance 

encounter). In Fresno, California, police officers participate in 

role-playing exercises (with Chicano actors) simulating a Hexican 

wedding. In New York City, officers learn skills useful in dealing with 

disputes involving a wide range of the city's polyglot of ages, races 

and cultures. This type of training focuses upon the interpersonal 

skills necessary to avoid at lease some shooting confrontations. Bard's 

(1980) training experiments sought to teach officers the skills and 

tactics likely to reduce the possibility of "unnecessary" escalation of 

conflict which might lead to a police use of force. Crisis intervention 

skills and non-leth~l.martial arts are taught in cany policy depart

ments. The Honolulu Police Department with a very low shooting rate 

offers recruits many hours of training in advanced cartia1 arts. There 

also has been effective use of sicu1ations, often staged by professional 

actors (see Bard, 1979; Liebman and Sch~art=, 1974), to train officers 

in techniques to cope with violent citizens. 
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New York's Social Science training program offers an example.of a 

well-thought-through police crisis intervention program. Recruits 

receive training in the psychology of violent persons and advice as to 

how to deal with emotionally disturbed persons. Specific techniques are 

taught to "shape down" violent and psychotic or paranoid persons. 

Transactional Analysis is taught as a means of understanding and avoid

ing violence using communication strategies to defuse violent encounters 

through assertive commands, di~tractions and even humor. The trainees 

learn this strategy through lectl.:res, role-playing and peer assessment 

of videotapes illustrating different strategies to defuse violent 

encounters. 

It is obvious enough that no amount of training, no matter how 

sophisticated, will reduce unnecessary shootings to zero. There are, for 

examplet many situations encountered by police officers in armed con

frontations for which no training presently exists. Thus, while nearly 

one-fourth of all shootings are encountered by "off-duty" officers, 

virtually no means exists to train officers in the responses appropriate 

to the unique dynamics of off-duty armed confrontations. And a limita

tion in even the best training is found in what might be called the 

questionable "hidden curriculum" (or latent value assumptions) of some 

training programs. The "hidden curriculum" might suggest to the young 

officer attitudes, regarding use of deadly force, quite different from 

those he might encounter in the department's training manual. For 

example, we observed one trainer in a department with an uncomfortably 

high police shooting rate deliver a lecture on the "legal aspects of 

deadly force" commenting (as an aside) to the recruits: 
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Now, of course, what we tell you in here is the 
theory of it; if you are in an alley with some 
prick with a .38, just make it look like he went 
for you. I won't ask any embarrassing questions. 

Similarly, field supervisors can convey to an officer an attitude 

towards deadly force which may not be congruent with the department's 

training manual - but may have as important an impact. One young detec-

tive was observed leaving a briefing in which he ~7as ordered to trans-

port a dangerous prisoner to a county jail. The captain, we were told, 

explained the assignment to the officer while he rota~ed the barrel of 

his revolver (perhaps for emphasis, concluding his speech by saying, 

"Now Smith, remember - don't lose the son of a bitch"). It would seem 

reasonable t·o assume that this "briefing" constituted as important a 

"training experience" for the young detective as did the forty-odd 

instruction hours on the "legal and ethical dimensions of deadly force" 

he received at his local training academy. It might also be added that 

because of such value conflicts (and also technical limitations in 

eXisting training approaches) I training in itself will be unlikel» (in 

the absence of other changes) successfully to control fully police 

deadly force. 

3. Operational Rules and Procedures 

Operational rule~ and procedures constitute another administrative 

mechanism to control the rate of police use of deadly force. Operational 

rules in police work seek to regulate police behavior in encountering 

particular types of citizen behavior. For example, an ope~ational rule 

may prohibit chases of juvenile j 0: riders, or fot'bid the use 0: mace 

against insane persons. In ~any other professions, it shoulc be notec, 
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operational rules are used more effectively than in police work. In the 

airline industry, for example, pilot behavior is restricted by use of 

ve~y specific and empirically grounded operational rules. Such rules are 

redefined and reverified through ongoing investigations of both actual 

and averted aircraft disasters (lightning storms, forced landings, near 

collisions, etc.). A pilot, for example, when fac~J with an emergency 

such as a serious dowttdraft, burning engine or near collision is in

structed to respond in terms of clearly defined procedures. Many of 

these operating procedures require pilots to forsake intuitive reactions 

to emergencies and engage in procedures which have been found to cope 

effectively with specific emergencies. 'rhus, if an engine catches fire 

on takeoff, the pilot is instructed to level his aircraft prior to 

attending to the fire. Operational rules are defined for virtually every 

situation a pilot might plausibly encounter. An airline pilot's rulebook 

for such emergencies may cover more than 300 pages. 

Police operational rules are far less formalized and detailed - and 

all too frequently neglected. They are, however, a potentially very 

important technique for the administrative control of deadly force since 

they define how specific categories of incidents are to be dealt with. 

Some departments have developed explicit operational rules~for guiding 

officers in coping with possible use of force situations. The Fresno 

(California) Police Department's rules for "responding to violent oppo

nents" may be found below in Table 3.2. They attecpt to structure 

officer responses to varying types of risk posed by opponents. 
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LEVEL {~l 

Basic 
enforcement 
contact 

TABLE 3.2 

CONTACTING THE VIOLATOR AND CONTROLLING CONTACTS 
ESCALATING INTO DEGREES OF HAZARD 

LEVELS OF FORCE 

HIGH RISK 
LEVEL 113 Overt act 

LEVEL 112 Aggressive Information 
Passive Actions, Observation 
Circumstances threats or Accompanied 
suggest a general with present 
threat to circumstances ability to 
officer threatening do bodily 
safety officer harm to 

safety officer 
. 

FELONY 
Crimes of 
violence 

Ask for 
backup 

Notify 
supervisor 

Firearms 
display 
(ready 
position) 

A:sk for Ask for Take 
backup backup cover 

Notify Notify 
supervisol' supervisor 

Mace and Firearms 
baton level display 

Take cover (semi-ready 
position) 

Take cover 

.. 

Reiss (1980), in an article in the Annals of the Academy of Politi-

cal and Social Sciences, has,persuasively argued that the creation of 

specific operational rules to deal with specific circumstances provide 

effective measure to cOt),t;rol police use of deadly force in that "the 

earlier one intervenes in a casual sequence the more likely one can 

alter its cO\lrse." Such operational rules, he argues, can effectively 

"rule out" those situations which are most likely to result in fatal or 

serious injuries to either citizen or officer. 

Often departmental operational rules are ver)' narro~ly focused in 

ordering officers to deal with a particular type of confrontation in a 

particular manner. Reiss (1980) offers an as example of a possibly 

effective operational rule of that type, an order implecented after five 

officers fired at an insane man armed ~ith a pair of scissors, a total 
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of 21 shots. The new order created an operational rule which required 

officers to call supervisors or specially trained service officers 

(skilled in the use of mace and other techniques) rather than attempt to 

resolve a confrontation with an insane person themselves. Other common 

operational rules order officers to attempt to contain rather than rush 

barricaded suspects; order them not to engage in certain types of 

high-risk pursuits; and require police officers to call specialized 

types of personnel (e.g. SWAT) teams to cope with particularly dangerous 

confrontations. 

Clearly, informal police operational norms may be as important in 

controlling deadly force as are formal regulations. In almost every 

police department, one observes police cultural no~s which define how 

to deal with particular types of confrontation. One set of such infor

mal norms deals with discretion in terms of confronting particularly 

dangerous situations. One officer explained a norm of that sort in his 

department as follows: 

You have to remember. We had one of the worst riots back in the 

'60's. When we see a situation, lets's say a group of blacks 

standing on the street corner, possibly with guns, virtually every 

guy here will pass it up, knowing that it's too dange~ous to take 

them on unless you've got three or four cars to spare. It's like 

an informal code: Restraint! 

Another department had an informal rule on displaying guns on certain 

types of calls which contradicted its formal rule. An officer e:-:plained 

this norm as follows: 

It's a set thing in the Pittsford area that if you get a facily 

beef call, or whatever at night, you unholster, no matter what. 

40 



The department says you can't unholster without seeing the other 

guy's gun, or something that's a threat, but you come with us any 

night and I bet you don't see one guy go up a back alley or stair-

case with his gun still in his holster. 

Other informal rules may affect very subtle, though important, 

aspects of police behavior in armed confrontations. One informal norm 

deals with the time allowed for an vfficer or team to "clear" an assign-

ment. In some departments, officers are encouraged to approach a 

building quickly, thus decreasing the time needed to '~clear" a particu-

lar assignment. In one department, the sergeant would place a "walkie 

talkie" call to officers who he felt were "fooling around" (Le., taking 

too long on a particular "job.") Other departments encourage greater 

caution in approaching "unknown or suspicious" circumstance calls. 

Another type of informal norm governs pursuit of certain types of 

opponents. Some departments instill norms in their officers that 

encourage back alley chases of fleeing suspects. One supervisor, for 

example, chastised a young officer for not follo~ing an armed youth into 

the back of a darkened factory. Other departments discourage such 

chases, fearing the risk of a shooting should the opponent suddenly turn 

on a lone officer armed with a gun. One officer described his depart-

ment's policy as follows: 

Here it's t.n unsaid thing, like "you got. ta Ie t them go." . 
Like they seem to feel that most of these chases the guy ~ill 

get away a;"l)"Way and it's not ' ... orth the t'isk of you plugging 

the guy if he turns on you. Once he gets a step or t~o on 

you, it's goodbye and if he's bad enough maybe you try to 

get him later. 
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Other risk situations may be similarly avoided by informal norms. One 

department virtually forbade two-man teams from entering beyond the 

third floor of a particularly violent, largely black housing project. 

Other departments similarly avoid dispatching line officers to Saturday 

night bar fights or domestic squabbles in certain areas or in high risk 

situations. 

Other (both formal and informal) police operational rules mandate 

the use of specialized units for particular types of confrontation. In 

many cities, for example, a "man with a gun" call or "armed robbery in 

progress" automatically will be handled by a S.W.A.T. or other special

ist team. In other cities, "backup officers" will be dispatched to .. 
certain categories of "high risk" assignments. In Rochester, New York, 

crisis intervention trained officers (or civilians) will be dispatched 

to certain types of domestic squabble. The article below describes a 

case where specialized police officers (Tactical Team) were able to 

"seal off" and "talk out" (rather than "rush") obviously frightened 

armed robbers. 

It wasn't clear at first who was more relieved--the 
hostages, the robbers or the polic~. 

Bellevue police last night arrested two gunmen, freeing 
two hostages unharmed and ending a brief but tense siege at 
a coin and jewelry shop in a small shopping center on the 
north side of the city. 

The robbers, who had tied up the owners of the shop, hud 
barely enough time to peek inside the two open safes before 
police arrived. 

The panicked gunmen tried to ram their bodies through 
a rea~ window of the shcp to escape. They only bounced 
off the double-pane glass, Conrad said. 

That was when one robber's gun went off, sending a bullet 
crashing through a glass display case. 

One of the men tried to pound a hole through the roof. It 
wouldn't have done him much good. Officer J.A. Rochell ~as 
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on the roof with a shotgun trained on the source of the 
pounding. 

Meanwhile, the store was being surrounded by dozens of 
uniformed policemen, detectives, tactical-squad officers 
and a canine unit. 

"I told them that since they were giving themselves up, 
we should call the police and tell them what we were doing," 
Conrad the store owner said, explaining that he didn't want 
t~e officers outside the store to mistake him for a robber • 

The two gunmen, frantic by th~.s time, tried to use the 
phone. But they were toe) nervous to dial out. They had to 
untie Conrad so he could make the call for them, police said. 

Conrad spoke with a police dispatcher, explaining that the 
two were ready to surrender. He said their only request was 
to be allowed to call their wives first. 

Police agreed and the surrender came moments later. 

The suspects emerged one at a time, hands high in the air. 

Conrad, a former New Yorker, said he was not particul~rly 
unnerved by his experience. 

An important set of operational rules deals with the possession 

and use of "off duty" weapons. In most departments, operational rules· 

regulate the carrying of off duty weapons. ~mny police departments 

require their officers to carry their firearms off-duty since they are 

expected to enforce the law on a continuous basis (24 hours each day). 

Others, like Kansas City, leave the decision of whether or not to carry 

a firearm up to the individual office, while advising against doing so 

when alcohol might be consumed. Fyfe (1978) found that over 23% of his 

shooting incidents involved off-duty officers. In addition, over the 

320 shooting incidents surveyed by Hilton et a!., in their se\'en-city 

study, 17% were by off-duty officers. In Detroit, which accounted for 

38% of their shootings, O\'er 22~: of shooting incicents involved off-duty 

officers. Fyfe (1980) has noted.that off-duty art:ed confrontations tend 

to be associated with erratic officer behavior. Such confrontations he 
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argues are in part preventable through departmental operational rules 

regulating off-duty weapons. Most drastically he suggests departments 

ban off-duty weapons. Alternatively, the carrying of off-duty weapons 

may be limited by operational rules to particular contexts and purposes. 

The use of operational rules to lower the rate of police deadly 

force represents a most promising line for systematic intervention. It 

may well be, as Reiss (1980) has suggested, that many police uses of 

deadly force are averted by creating rules which make improbable an 

armed confrontation between a patrol officer and dangerous citizens. 

This strategy is, of course, effective in averting only certain types of 

deadly force: primarily those incidents where there is adequate time to 

call for bac1rups, and deploy special weapons and special personnel. 

It should be noted, however, that there are inherent difficulties 

associated with the use of operational rules.. First, the idea of 

creating an "empirically grounded" rule to guide discretion in risk 

situations is alien to many "seat of the pants," "intuitive" police 

officers and administrators. Also, at this point our knowledge of the 

mechanisms of armed confrontation is not advanc~d enough for the devel

opment of operational rules for any but the most obvious of situations. 

The next step in development might require that a department know not 

only how ~lny armed robberies (of a particular type) resulted in a 

police use of deadly force, but how cany total armed robberies of that 

type were encountered in a particular period. Finally, completely 

effective use of such rules might not be possible in the context of a 

human interaction that has the infinite nuances of a police-citi~en 

armed confrontation. Even a pilot operates with considerably more 

circumscribed array of potential variations. 
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to the department's shooting policy. In those 77 incidents, 27 civil-

ians were killed and the rest suffered wounds ranging from minor to 

critical." Harding and Fahey (1973) were able to relate Chicago's high 

shooting rate to its lack of. effective review of police shootings. The 

authors observe that in 1970-71 Chicago had the highest rate of police 

homicide of the five largest U.S. cities: .. 
Annual Annual 

Number of** Number Death Death 
Officers in of** Rate per Rate per 
Police Civilians 1,000,000 10,000 

City Population* DElpartment Killed Population officers . 
New York 7,895,000 31,671 21 3.6 8.8 
Chicago 3,367,000 12,961 32 12.6 33.7 
Los Angeles 2,814,000 6,806 8 3.7 15.8 
Philadelphia 1,949,000 7,780 13 8.9 22.3 
Detroit 1,511,000 5,159 4 3.5 10.3 

The authors attributed the city's high rate of police homicide to the 

often superficial review of shootings performed by the department. For 

example, they cite a grand jury analysis of the review of the Fred 

Hampton (the Black Panther slain by the Chicago Police) case as an 

example of the failure of the Chicago Police to police itself in terms 

of placing deadly force under obj ect4.ve administrative review: 

The performance of this branch of the Chicago Police 
Department •.• was so seriously deficient that it suggests 
purposeful malfeasance ••• Instead of a complete investigation 
of the factual controversies raging in the press, the in
vestigation consisted only of gathering all the police 
reports, soliciting cooperation from counsel for persons 
accused of crimes (knowing that no defense counsel would 
permit pre-trial statements by an accused) and asking 
the officers involved a few simple conc1usory questions 
in ~hich they denied wrongdoing. No opportunity was given 
to explain in detail what happened, and all the subordinate 
officers were asked only to ratify their sergeant's accaunt
-which itself was based not only on prepared questions, 
but suggested ans~ers composed by a Police DepBrtcent law7cr 
and sho~~ to the sergeant in advance. 
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4. §h£oting Revie~ and the Punishment of ~aapon Abuse 

Perhaps the most direct administrative means of controlling police 

use of deadly force is the objective administrative ruvio~ of all 

weapons discharges. Underlying the reliance on revie~ and punishment of 

abuse is, of CO'lrse, . an assumption of the officer's belief that his 

conduct ~~ll be vigorously scrutinized and that the punishment ~ill be 

Significant. This position is stated by Dallas' chief, Glen King ~ho 

argues: 

Obviously, if the first effort, the effort at positive 
discipline within a department, is totally successful, 
there's never any necessity for any other activity on the 
part of the administrator; but experience and kno~ledge of 
human nature tells us this will not al~ays be successful. 
So there must exist also within the department the negative 
aspects of discipline where sanctions are exerci~~d against 
those officers ~ho fail to comply, in those instances where 
there is not conformance ~ith the established rules and 
regulations and policies of the department. In law enforce
ment, those sanctions go all the ~ay from a verbal reprimand 
through ~ritten reprimands, disciplinary transfers, de:!o-~ 
tions, loss of payor privileges, to suspension, and tho 
ultimate punishment within a department is termination or 
separation from the service. 

Others have stated similar positions even more graphically. One 

deputy chief said emphatically that "If ~ of my guys do anything ~ith 

a gun that's out of line, they know I will get their ass!" Another 

chief added, "There has to be credibility in that when an action involv-

ins a gun leads to ~rongdoing, they (the policemen] must kno~ that 

something ~ill happen." An internal affairs officar commented, IILook 

you gotta be abSOlutely objective, no favors to anyone. If you start 

saying, 'Hey, hels an O.K. guy' or any of that shit you stop being an 

investigator and become something else." 

There is at least some empirical foundation for the assertion that 

effective control of pollce use of deadly force is facilitated by sure, 
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rapid and certain punishment of wrongdoing. Deterrence theory from 

Becarria and Bentham to Gibbs has emphasized the role of public sanc-

tions in controlling social behavior, and psychologists have theorized 

ab~ut behavioral control 'through punishment for generations. Deterrence 

theory would lead one to conclude that actions which are publicly, 

certainly, raptdly and severely punished will tend to be reduced. In a 
~ 

closed administrative system (such as a police department), the detec-

tion and punishment of wrong doing should be (in theory at least) 

readily attainable. 

Fyfe (1980), Culver (1975), Kobler (1975) and Harding and Fahey 

(1973) have related police rates of force to the frequency of police 

discipline following a review of force incidents. Fyfe (1980), as we 

noted earlier, found an 18% drop in the use of deadly force in New York 

following'~ew (and more effective) shooting review policy. Culver 

(1975) found in a three-Gity comparison for use of force complaints that 

the rate of sustained complaints following internal affairs investi- ga-

tion ranged 15 to 0%. He also was able to relate these ~ates to the 

frequency of the use of force in these cities. Kobler (1975) observed 

thaL of 1500 police shooting incidents he reviewed only three resulted 

in criminal charges ag~inst the officer; even in cities with troubleso~e 

shootin~ rates, legal punishment of 'police shootings was practically 

non-existent. The Los Angeles Sheriff's office had referred but a 
I 

single case for pro~ecution in almost eight years. More recently, 

Sappel (1980) found that of 77 shooting incidents in 1978-1979, ~~ 

finding of w~ongdoing was sustained. Sappe1 writes: "Block, (the 

Undersheriff) said discipline was not icposed in the 77 shootings 

betwep.i. 1978 and 1979 because the deputies ,involved had adhered strictly 
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On the other hand, examples abound of cities where an effective 

shootinb review policy has maintained a credible deterrence in terms of 

police abuse of deadly force. One common element in these cities is 

that the review process becomes detached from the power and influence of 

those officers most directly involved in the shooting incident. 

A publicized case of innovative shooting review reform is found in 

the city of San Jose, under the auspices of Chief Joseph McNamara. When 

McMamara took over as Chief in 1977, the city was in the midst of a 

controversy regarding a shooting of a man named Danny Trevino. The 

police had answered a disturbance call at a home on the city's predomi-

nantly Mexican-American East Sj.de. One car found Danny Trevino sitting 

in his parked car wit.h his girlfriend, Maria Duarte. The couple had 

been fighting and Miss Duarte apparently was being held in the car 

against her will. The policemen approacned the car from either side. 

As the woman leaped from the passenger side of the car, Trevino report-

edly reached under the car seat with his right hand, then raised the 

hand and pointed it at an officer. A San Jose officer fired i~to the 

car, killing Trevino. Later, police found Trevino had been unarmed. 

McNamara responded to this controversy by taking several steps to 

control police ablJse of firearms. Soon, eight "abusive" officers were 

fired; also the Internal Affairs office was both strengthened, (~t now 

reported directly to him) and moved from policp. headquarters to a. rented 

office. McNamara believed this would both en~ourage objective apprais-

als of cases and a sense of trust in the Internal Affairs office by the 

Latin American community. McNamara comments: 

In San Jose a little uver two years ago 1 was greeted 
with demands for a citizen review board, for transfer of 
certain patrol officers, and other signs of great lack of 
c.:edibility on the part of some fraternities who had represented 
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citizens against police officers, charging abuse of authority 
and excessive force. Today, the number of complaints against 
police officers, charging abuse of authority and ex~essive 
force has dropped in half. We have not had a questionable 
shooting in two years. The self-initiated, internally 
initiated, actions by super\7isors have increased by 30 per
cent, and once again, th~ minority community spokesmen are 
the strongest supporters of the police agency. 

One of the initial concerns raised by a group of 
attorneys that met with me was that the citizens feared to 
come into the police building to register complaints because 
they were greeted by uniform officers who, of course, were 
armed, and they were required to obtain security passes and 
that this acted as a deterrent to some citizens with 
legitimate complaints. TIley also strongly stated that it 
was their belief and the community belief that the Internal 
Affairs unit of the police department was a closed shop, 
policemen investigating policemen, and t.ha.t'it was a cover
up operation. 
Regardless of the accuracy of both statements, it seemed 
to me important to recognize those kit.tds of community concern. 
So we moved the Internal Affairs unit out of police head
quarters, and we hired one of the m:t:nority cc.nmuni ty leaders to 
work as a civilian in the Internal Affairs unit. His presence 
there was a clear demonstration on the part of the police 
agency that we had nothing to hidla, that we viewed the process 
as fair and one that would withst~lnd pv,blic scrutiny. In 
addition to that, there were some cases where discipline was 
imposed, and these and a number of other actions--affirm-
ative action plans, transfer ana career program for minority' 
officers--were also very positively received by the community. 

Other departments have made great advances in the systematic review 

of police shooting incidents. In Newark, New Jersey, all investigations 

are handled by a two-man shooting review team <including a black and 

white officer) who report directly to the police director. They will 

"rollout" to th,<a scene of a shooting immediately after the incident. 

(Four A.H. "rollouts" are not rare.) Efforts are made to contact 

civilian witnesses as well as other police officers at the scene. By 

bypassing the shooting officer's normal chain of con:cand p the depa.rttltnt 

believes it increases the chances of what several senior officers call 

"an objective appraisal of fact. '! The internal affairs officers are 

often feared but respected by line officers. Six-hour searches.for a 
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spent bullet' (even a miss or a ,~arning shot) are possible. Results from 

investigations are reviewed both by the I.A. Captain and by the police 

director. It should be noted that such objective appraisals often 

"clear" officers involved in controversial shootings. One officer who 

was involved. in several prior shootings was thus cleared when two 

initially reluctant civilian witnesses supported his version of an 

ambiguous shooting incident. 

Despite the evidence as to the efficacy of the stringent enforce-

ment of shooting policies, many departments show scant interest in such 

measures. Often the reality of civil liability suits discourages the 

stringent review of police shootings. One chief, articulately explained 

what he called the Catch-22 of the internal review of police shootings: 

!he reality of it is that there is a big Catch-22 in 
the whole business. The better your shooting review is, 
the more likely you are to get your ass had. The quieter 
and vaguer you keep it [the review] the safer you are, 
from a legal point of view. 

Police union politics also discourage the active prosecution of police 

wrongdoing. In several cities, police unions have vigorously defended 

officers charged or actually disciplined by the police department. In 

Los Angeles, three officers charged by the district attorney were 

legally as well as politically defended by Police Benevolent Associ~~ion 

lawyers. One LAPD internal investigato't cOmLlented, "They won't even talk 

to us if the union lawyer isn't sitting there." Robert Di Grazia, former 

Chief of the Boston Police Department, <.1bserves that "Even if the guy is 

stone guilty, the chief couldn't do anything about it, even if he ~anted 

to. Once I caught a guy with his trunk full of T.V. sets. After the 

union gets finished with the case, he almost got a medal." 

50 



\ 

Another problem lies in the extreme difficulty of defining unrea-

sonable or even negligent conduct in police shooting decisions. EVen in 

those cities where use of deadly force is restricted to the apprehension 

of armed and dangerous felons or self-defense, a wide latitude in 

judgment is still allowed to the officer. ror example, in tos Angeles, 

an officer was exonerated by a shooting review board after he shot a .. 
21-year-old white man, shortly after receiving a report that a 35-year-

old black man had attacked a manager of a motel. This type of incident 

illustrates a core dilemma of the administrative revi~w of police deadly 

force: that only grossly negligent cases of abuse can be controlled 

through administrative means. In situations where the officer reasonably 

(or apparently real3onably) believes that his life is threatened, admin-

istrative review is either difficult or impossible. The only incidents 

in which administrative sanctions are most commonly applied are cases in 

which gross professional negligence or criminal intent is readily 

evident. Hilton et a1. (1977) observe that the cases in which sanctions 

results were most frequently cases in which the officer lied (i.e. makes 

statements of fact which are proven untrue), was drunk, blatantly 

exceeded guidelines, or showed ~bvious erratic judgment. An example of 

this last type of situation is described by Hilton as follows: 

Case L. An officer has parked the patrol car in order 
to observe a supermarket plagued by robberies and shop
lifting. the offic.er, seeing a clerk chase some shoplifters 
ou~ of the stote, and kno~ing he cantt catch the suspects, 
B.res at- them. 

Negligent conduct in more complex cases is. far more difficult to 

define and dt)cument. Often the investigator oust infer negligence from 

the position of bullets or persons rathet than testimony of the officer 

hioself who in controversial cases will bei~ediately represented by 
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the union attorney. One investigator thus cOt:lIllented, "Who (besides God) 

can with certainty say if an officer who confuses a raised wrench with a 

pistol made an unreasonable or negligent decision. We can't say and we 

can't prove it!" Unless there is evidence of lying or distortion of 

evidence, review boards rarely will doubt an n{~1cer where there is even 

plausible evidence to say that a reasonable man in these circumstances 

might have believed that his or someone else's life was in grave or 

mortal danger. 

Whatever effect is exerted by the existence of an objective review 

policy may depend on an intangible factor: the belief by line police 

officers that their conduct will be rigorously scrutinized by the chief 

executive of a police agency and that wrongdoing will be punished. The 

case of Kenneth DiAngelis in Newark is interesting in this respect. In 

November of 1978, DiAngelis who had previously been involved in a series 

of controversial shootings, shot a young prisoner in a precinct jail 

cell. After a local prosecutor failed to act in the case, th: police 

director Hubert Williams ordered DiAngelis arrested and charged with 

murder. While the facts of the case were ambiguous (DiAng~lis claimed 

the prisoner had attacked him with a chair leg in the cell) and the 

aftermath controversial (Williams' firing of the officer was sustained 

by a civil service commission nearly two years later), shootings by 

Newark police officers in the six months following Williams' action 

dropped by nearly 60%. The impact of what one police official labeled 

"effective heat" might be similarly observed in the 70% drop in shooting 

following the Eulia Love controversy in Los ~~geles and similar reduc

tions in police use of deadly force following stern administrative 

actions in San Jose, Kansas City, ~io., and Atlanta. Such responses to 
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public sanctions indicate that the subjective belief that wrongful 

shootings will be punished may be more important in reducing the rate of 

police deadly force than are the specific formal shooting review poli

cies or procedures. As Machiavell! (perhaps sadly, but also astutely) 

observed, "Men react to fear more readily than kindness." This sad truth 

may apply to the behavior of police officers, as it did to the behavior 

of Machiavelli's Prince subjects. 

Conclusions: Administration Control of Police Deadly Force 

In tbis chapter we have outlined several of the major dilemmas 

implicit in the administrative control of police use of deadly force. We 

have surveyed existing research linking administrative policy to the 

rate of use of deadly force; summarized some of the theoretical issues 

related to the administrative control of deadly force; and speculated 

about the impact of administrative guidelines, training, operational 

rules and review policies on the rate of police deadly force. Upon 

reconsidering this chapter, one might ask th~ following question: If.the 

administrative means exist to control polic'e deadly force, ",'hy is it 

that in some cities police use of deadly force re~ains strangely high 

while shooting policies remain essentially unchanged? 

Before attempting to answer the question a summary and highlighting 

of previously discussed issues seem in order. Each of the four admini-, 

strative mechanis~s we have discussed makes key social and psychological 

assumptions about the way that police shooting behavior might be effec-

tively controlled. These assureptious are su~arized in the table below: 
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Administrative 
Mechanism 

Guidel:tnes 

Training 

Operational 
Rules 

Intensive 
Shooting 
Review 

TABLE THREE 

Assumptions about 
why avoidable 
shootings OCCU'L" 

Avoidable shootings 
occur when officers 
lack specific 
guidelines defi
ning when they may 
be permitted to use 
deadly force. 

Avoidable shootings 
occur because un
trained officers 
make errors in 
tactical or per
ceptual or legal 
judgment. 

Avoidable shootings 
occur when officers 
enter situations in 
which risk factors 
are too high to 
avoid use of d'eadly 
force. 

Avoidable shootings 
occur because offi
cers fail to use 
caution or act 
emotionally due 
to failure of the 
department to re
view and sanction 
avoidable shootings. 

Theory of 
Control 

If guidelines 
are cade more 
specific, 
then inap
propriate 
shootings will 
be reduced. 

If officers 
are given 
realistic 
training, the 
probability 
of panic, tac
tical mistakes 
etc. will be 
reduced. 

Avoidable 
shootings 
will be re
duced if cer
tain risk 
situations 
are avoided 
through use of 
backups, back
off procedures, 
etc. 

If level of 
sanctions are 
increased, 
avoidable 
shootings due 

Theory of how to 
control police 
decision-making 

Officers have 
difficulty im
plementing ambi
guous abstract 
legal statutes 
and policy 
statements. 

Officers can be 
trained to im
plement deadly 
force policies. 

Officers cannot 
be expected to 
implement deadly 
force decisions 
in certain vol
atile situations. 

Officers are 
deterred by 
fear from 
shooting abuses. 

to lack of care, 
experience and 
emotion will be 
reduced. 

Obviously, a department's strategy of social control may include 

several of the administrative means ~e have described. Also, different 

departments or officers may define the assu~?tions of each of these 

mechanisms differently from the way ~e have characterized them above. ~e 
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offer the chart above to illustrate that the choice (or ordering of 

choices) of administrative mechanisms makes important assumptions 

regarding the definition of the problem of deadly force and, implicitly, 

asserts a theory oi how deadly force may be controlled and how the 

officer makes a decision to use or not use deadly force. 

While it is conceptually and practically possible to develop a 

consistent and effective administrative system to control police deadly 

force, few departments have systematically implemented the types of 

administrative techniques we have described. In many departments we find 

tortuously ambiguous shooting guidelines, sporadic and obviously inef-

fec.tive training, fe'" efforts to define operational rules designed to 

minimize the risk of deadly force, and incomplete reviews of officer 

decisions to use deadly force. 

In many cities, the chief reacts defensively to the admittedly 

complax dilemmas of police deadly force. Faced wir.h countervailing union 

pressures, demands for pr.oactive policing, community pressures and 

threats of legal actions, the chief follows an (understandable) policy 

of pragmatic vacillation. "We are," as one chief admits, "bet, .. een a rock 

and a hard place on this issue. It's a no-win situation." Another chief 

(a chief known for his reform policies) similarly described his frustra-

tion at not being able to "go after" an officer who had been involved in 

"two bad shootings" during a six-month period: . 
Now what can I do? The union wouldn't let cy "IA" even talk 
to the guy. The city manager is in bed ~ith the union and 
the guy's brother-in-law is an ex-city councilman. The grand 
jury will smile at anything a policeman does, prOViding it's 
not an out and out execution and let's face it, I've got 
battles going on in other areas. I have to choose cy fight. 
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Such comments echo the key qu~stions we have raised: Why, if the means 

are available to teduce deadly force, are police policies in this 

direction rarely implemented? 

Of the many constraints facing reform, perhaps the most insidious 

is the lack of clear legal statement on the issue of police deadly 

force. To date, the U.S. Supreme Court has not expressed itself ex

plicitly on the topic. The legal status of many state statutes is much 

like the state of educational racial codes prior to the Topeka, Kansas 

v. Brown decision, or arrest laws prior to the Gideon, ~1iranda or 

Escobedo decisions. In California, for example, the state "use of deadly 

force" statute has been effectively ruled unconstitutional by the 

state's Supreme Court (Kortum!.:.. Alkire). In another case, it was ruled 

that cities were to be held civilly liable for guidelines, policy and 

training which exceed the state statute (Peterson!.:.. Long Beach). A 

further indication of the larger legal confusion is found in the obser

vation that approximately one-half of the states still have codified the 

widely criticized common law rule that allows deadly force to be used in 

the arrest of any felony suspect. A somewhat different type of statute 

is found in the seven states that permit deadly force as a response 

either to specific felonies or to a general category of fe~onies. 

Finally, seven other states follow the Model Penal Code provisions which 

restrict the use of deadly force specifically to violent f.elonies. 

Many critics of the existing legal status of deadly force law (see 

Finch, 1976, Sherman, 1979) emphasize that additional restrictions are 

needed o'n the broad discretionary powers give.n to the police by the 

justification statutes. A common theme in these arguments is an ethical 
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concern that flight from purely property crimes should not result itt the 

death of the suspect. 

The failure of many legislatures to adopt the Model Penal Code or a 

similar code has led to a growing number of Constitutional challenges. 

Finch (1976) finds substantial, though not altogether convincing, 

grounds for Constitutional review of justification statutes under 

fourth, eight and fourteenth amandment guarantees. Particularly convin-

cing to him are claims of fourteenth amendment due process protections 

against unconstitutional deprivations of the right to life and trial. 

Sherman (1979) argues that the common law statutes are capricious in 

that they almost randomly punish fleeing felons. 

A police administrator finds himself forced to choose between a 

number of shooting guidelines. As Uleman's (1973) study of police 

shooting policies in Los Angeles County shows, cities even in the same 

county may have radically different shooting policies. Lacking a clear 

legal foundation, administrations may face a choice between expediency 

and idealism. One example of this tension was observed in a city (headed 

by a nationally known reform chief) who was advised by his city attorney 

to drop all training and restrictive guidelines because state liability 

law (following Peterson ~ Long Beach) held the city liable to actions 

which exceeded departmental guidelines, thou~h within state +aw. 

It should be fur~her emphasized chat the courts have been largely . 
silent on several major definitional issues relevant to the administra-

tive anrl legal control of deadly force. One issue deals with the concept 

of tlgross negligence". Except for the Somers case ~hich defined what a 

reasonable belief is that an atrocious felony had been co~itted, the 

courts have net given clear signals on issues as to how certain an 
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officer must be that his or a citizen's life is in j eO",ardy "or how 

serious the threat to an officer's life must be." Two cases in Los 

.\ngeles illustrate the definitional difficulty. In one case, the dis

trict attorney prosecuted a group of LAPD officers who confronted a 

parking lot worker armed with shotgun, who the District Attorney argued 

did not give the officers reasonable cause to use deadly force against 

him. In another case, the district attorney reviewed a case where an 

officer fired at a crazed man who was about to throw a typewriter in the 

direction of the officer. The key issue in this case according to the 

inv.'stigator in charge of the case is "whet',her or not the threat of the 

typewriter could be considered a lethal threat against the officer." The 

dilemmas of internal affairs officers, chiefs, juries and lawyers is 

that the courts have been virtually silent on such issues. One result of 

the resulting ambiguity is that police chiefs, 6rand juries and district 

attorneys have been reluctant to take action against (legally or admin

istratively) all but the most egregiously negligent cases of the abuse 

of police deadly force. 

Another constraint against effective reform involves the tenuous 

political status of the chief. One study found that the average chief 

enjoys a tenur~ of less than two years. Caught between political, union 

and community power. blocks, the police chief of the 1980's finds himself 

in a constant battle for survival. The case of Boston's Robert DiGrazia 

is instructive. Leaving Boston, because of a !"efusal by the mayor to 

grant a long-term contract, DiGra~ia accepted a job in ~1aryland. He was 

fired within a year. Professionally ostracized by conservati,ve la~ 

enforcement and virtually hounded by embittered unions, DiGrazia has not 

been employed as a police chief for more than three years. Commencing on 
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what he called "The DiGrazia object lesson," another well-known reform 

chief said: 

. Look, who's kidding who; what happened to Bob could have 
happened t.o any of us. Don't think that when we contemplate 
something radical we don't think of DiGraz:i.a and his five 
t<.ids. 

Anothe:: of the many constraints making the job of controlling 

deadly~or~e difficult (or impossible) is the recent rise of union 

militancy. The age of the Boston Police strike in which virtually a 

whole police force was fired are long gone. As LAPD's Chief, Daryl Gates 

has said (our paraphrase), "The mental patients are running the asylum." 

In many cities t pol~,ce deadly force policy has become a maj or union 

issue. In San Jose, the Officer's Association filed a legal action 

against that city's deadly force policy. In Miami, the suspension of 

five officers for defacing the property of blacks (presumably) involved 

in the recent Miami riot was reversed due to the threatened statewide 

strike of police, officers. In Los Angeles,- The Police Protective League 

filed a class action suit designed to rescind certain policy recommenda-

tions of the Police Commission. Routinely in cases involving police use 

of deadly force, police unions defend the officers involved and vigor-

ously fight actions to sanction officers for the abuse of deadly force. 

Another factor making the task of the reform of deadly force 

extremely difficult is citizen preoccupation with "1aw and order" and 

safety from violent crime, often at a high price. In many cities, there 

is virtually a public obsession with the reality of street violence and 

crime, a concern which in many cities overwhelms al~ost any desire to 

control use of deudl)' force. Ono \'oteran city police reporter, for 

example, observed that, "If the g'l)' on the street has a choice bet ... ·een 

risking getting killed by a wacko hype and a wacke cop, he'll tuke his 
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chances on getting wasted by the cop, so that the cop can kill ot artest 

the h)'pe." Recently, many middle-class blacks ho.vo articula tad similar 

positi1ons. A New York "Village Voice ll article in Hatch, 1980 by an 

articulate black journalist, Stanley Crouch, argues that blaclts have 

more to fear ftom black criminals (he uses the example of the notorious 

Harlem black drug dealer) than they do from violent cops. He quotes ~ne 

black officer as indicating the pressure he would take in "wasting" 

Nicky Barnes and similar stteet predators: 

A black cop, a friend of mine for years, told me this 
after the Times ran that story on Nicky Barnes. He says, 
"Listen, man. Let me tell you something. The white cops in 
Harlem, they don't give a fuck about drugs. They don't give a 
fuck about nothing. They think maintaining order up here is a 
losing proposition. They think black people will inevitnbly 
kill or maim each other or tear up each other's property. But 
the black cops, we take it personal. Particularly when they 
try to make somebody like Nicl:.y Barnes a goddam folk haro or 
some motherfucker tells you how dope provides jobs for the 
downtroddenl If they'll sell dope or help cut dope, thoy need 
to be dow~ and out. If one of us black cops had a chance, we 
would have taken Nicky Barnes somewhere when nobody was 
looking and put two in his head. Quick." That's the way he 
felt about it. 

"I wish they had've killed him. I wish they'd killed all 
of them," adds one of the others, "because they not onl)' ~ell 
dope, they're the ones the kids get this attitud~ of not 
giving a fuck about anybody else from. This is why kids beat 
up people after they already done gave up their wallet, or set 
somebody on fire. They probably think they're being cute, lika 
one of these goddam hustlers beating one of his bitches in the 
street. Hels proving to the world how cold he is. Now you got 
kids who want to prove the same thing, or maybe they're just 
mad at the world. When you donlt give a fuck, you'll do 
anything. People like that need to be behind bar~ or in the 
graveyard." 

Crouch predicts (we think with some juscificatiofl) that this ne~ 

"law and order" vigilantism \-lill in:raase as more r:.iddle c.luns citizens 

(black and white) resettle the center cities~ 

• • • if lots of white people start moving into Harlem. 
the schools ~ill improve and so will the policing. They'll run 
all those dope dealers off 116th and Eighth Avenue and the 
other boulevards. Given the gas crisis and the fact that 
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young, successful couples are moving into the city and looking 
for places to live, Harlem brownstones and refurbishable grand 
apartment houses concretized the grim sense of the observa
tion. It would also add another irony to the many connected to 
this story, for it would mean that the criminals who hav'e done 
so much damage to Harlem are now helping to change it even 
more. When they (.mee made whites afraid t \) go there, they 
might now be making it much easier for them to return. 

Inte~esting1y, Columbia University just bought three 
buildings at 145th and St. Nich~last one of Harlem's most 
crime-infested blocks. The terlants have been rem')ved and told 
they can come back. No one believes it. As the buildings are 
renovated, the word among the hust1e.'!?s is: "It's time to clear 
out. They're getting ready to clean up this block." 

The reality of violent cri~e leads to what we might call the 

"administrative dilemma of the hard charge't'." The "hard charger" in the 

police vernacular is an officer who achieves many ar=ests through his 

aggressive "street attitude" and possibly uses at times excessive force. 

The dilemma posed by this type of officer was articulated as follows by 

a very bright, young and perceptive urban police force's deputy, chief: 

Look we've got guys we know will get involved in 
shootings. The problem is they also will get involved in many 
arrests. The older fat of~icer (~e got lots of these too) 
won't shoot anybody. They also won't arrest anybody either. 
10% of our guys will get involved in 80% of our shootings and 
make 90% of our best felony arrests. 

The observations made by this deputy chief were ,-;;upported by a 

sergeant who was commissioned by his chief to do a study of "officer 

shooting risk.1I The sergeant commented that the t:lajor finding, "was that 

most of the shooters had won medals." He went on tCl observe that the 

more surprising thing was that "the chief threw h'i;>. ~tudy in a .... ·aste-. 
basket as soon as he saw it." He said, "We couldn't fire those guys" 

and, also "If the la .... 'Yers found out we knew ho,",'. dangerous those guys 

were, they would murder us if they could prove we kne ..... " 

Another constraint agai.nst the effective ad:::instrative control of 

police deadly force im'olves the very oyth. of police deadly force 
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itself. As we observed fn Chapter Three, while the early urban police 

were not armed (the first reported shooting in New York occurred amidst 

much controversy in 1858), policing has become perhaps irr,eversibly 

intertwined with the mystique of the revolver. The early western "mar

shals" often were selected because of their prowess with fl. si:~-shooter 

(Prassel, 1972). Media police officers such as Starsky a.nd Hutch, Popeye 

Doyle, Kojak, Bul11t, and Dirty Harry seemingly use their guns as 

frequently e,s they nse their forks anG. lcnives if one were to believe the 

movies. 

Any effort to disarm (or even control) an armed ti~lice force 

violates the public (and possibly police) conception of the essence of 

policing - even though this conception may have little foundation in 

reality. For a police chief to demand control of his officers' weapons 

will appear to some almost un-American - a violation of a frontier myth 

in which one's security is measured by the speed of one's draw and the 

power of one's .44. 

Such constraints should make the seemingly ineffective efforts by 

many police chiefs, at least understandable if not blameless. The 

typical police chief is (as one fellow chief puts it) almost by neces

sity (if he is to survive) a political animal. Torn betweeR his (possi

ble) humanistic ideals and such diverse groups as a local urban league 

chapter, civil liberties union, police union, law and order citizen, 

politicized courts and district attorneys, the line of least resistance 

(a tempting one, we might add) is a pragmatic course of action. Such a 

~hoice may maximize one's career chances in an (at best) extraordinarily 

difficult political role. It cannot however confront the realities of 

the effective control of poli~ use of deadly force. This we eight 
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submit is the core paradox of the administrative control of police uses 

of deadly force: the means to control deadly force presently exist. ~~~t 

blocks effective reform is' the political will and finesse to implement 

those administrative measures which might substantially reduce the 

chances of death or injury to citizens at the hands of police officers. 
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PREFACE 

Volume I of this Report is based on informal analyses of the documents, 

statistics and general information we t-eceived during our visits to various 

po1ice departments throughout the country. Vol ume II presents one theore

tical perspective along with an' overview of various issues associated with 

the police use of deadly force discussing, in the process, previous em

pirical research, legal analysis, political considerations, and management 

needs and limitations. Volumes III and IV are based primarily on data and 

information from the four cities where we conducted our longer, intensive 

stud; es, a1 though both depend on the analyses, theoreti cal perspecti ve, and 

prior empirical research covered in the earlier volumes. While Volume III 

represents the soft side of the synthesis, being informal and descriptive 

in approach, Volume IV uses the most sophisticated methods of social science 

research in drawing conclusions • 
• 
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INTRODUCTION 

Police Deadly Force as a Social Issue 

We are all faced on a daily basis with decisions that encompass alterna

tives having different probabilities of causing the death or serious injury 

of another person. Shall I race through the intersection even though the 

traff1c light has just turned red? Shall I put the insecticide on this 

shelf even though i·t is not fully out of reach of the young children in the 

family? Should I install a smoke alarm in my house? 

Certa in profess ions are characteri zed by the need for ded 5 ions' of that 

sort--and the deds ions typi ca lly tnvol ve alter-nat; '1es wi th markedly dif

fer.ent probabil hies of death or serious injur.y.?ersonnel in these profes

sions include physicians, air traffic controllers, military officers, and 

po 1 ice offi cers. Because of the great orespons i bi 1 ity associ crted with such 

dec i si OilS, soci ety has mandated careful select i on of candi dates for these . 
professions, thorough traifling (usually with apprenticeship) prior to place-

ment in the context where independent decisions are necessary, and mainten

ance of skill by such processes as retrain,ing, supervision, and peer review. 

In addition to the required special care in selection, training, and abili

ty-maintenance of personnel, society attempts· to control day-to-day deci

sion making by statutory laws, case deciSions', and operating rules and regu-

lations. 

"'hen soci ety is di·spl eased wi th the results produced by one of the 

Ultfe-and-death" professions, intervention is activated in order to achieve 

immediate, or long-term, alleviation. The displeasure could result fr'om a 

marked increase in death rates at certain hospitals, one or more crashes or 

near misses in an air traffic corridor, or even subtle changes on the part 
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of society in the standards for evaluating the performance of a given pro

fession. Th~ last of these could be produced by general human~ social or 

political factors far-removed from the decision-making realm of the profes

s ion inquest ion. The sense of' urgency stem:ni ng from these more remote 

factors, it should be pointed out, could be just as great as in the case, 

say, of the crash of , two jumbo jets. 

That sense of urgency now exists in the realm of shootings by police 

that lead to death or serious injury. There is no evidence that the number 

of shooting incidents has increased in recent years, but there is abundant 

evidence that the sensitivities of communities have increased greatly. That 

state of affairs may stem from increased val ue pl aced upon human 1; fe, a 

general shift from emphasis on social convenience to human right~, the 

rapi dly c.nangi ng status of mi nority groups and the specia1 sensiti ~1ti ~ 

that go with changes of that sort, and a general abhorrence of actions that 

are perceived as authoritarian. There has been ,community outrage if! such 

cities as Los Angeles; Columbus, Ohio; Oakland, California; and Birmingham, 

Alabama as a result of recent police killings. In addition to the civic 
' . 

. disrupt ions that result from organ i zed and emot; ona 1 protests, from vi gorous 

encounters between police and citizens that threaten to get out of hand, and 
. 

from investigations and legal actions that are resented by police associa-

tions, there are changes that have direct political consequences. Thus the 

shooting of Bonita Carter in Birmingham was a major factor in the defeat for 

'reelection of thp. incurnbent mayor. And the shooting of Melvin Black in 

Oakland led to the decision to establish a Police Review Board in that city. 

Moreover, the civic turmoil that was €!vident in the four cities mentioned 

above (among others) carries dangers of escalating into the destructive 

modes characteristic of the civil strife of the 19605, or in Miami in 1980. 
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It is clear that something must be done before t1ere is further erosion 

of police-community rapport and before there are escalations that may scar 

society for years to come. But before we know what to do, we must have a 

full er understand; ng of the factors that 1 ead to the use of deadly force, of 

the effectiveness of various control methods, of the sensitivities of the 

community to ..deadly force and how those sensitivities can be handled, and of 

the mechanisms whereby mutual respoect is achieved between pol ice and commu·, 

nity in place of mutual paranoia. The last of these is particularly im

portant because it will probably continue to be necessry for pol ice in CIJr 

(vi alent) soci ety to use guns--there are approximately 100 off; cers k i H'ed 

at the hands of citizens each year. And when human beings behave, whether 

they be physicians, professors, or police officers, there will be differ

ences of opinion as to the appropriateness of various actions. With mutual 

respect and accomodat ion, those differences can be resolved ina product i ve 

manner that leads to fewer differences in the future; paranoia, on the other 

hand, leads to acrimonious and possibly destructive encounters. 

What do the Sophisticated Methods of Social Science Produce for Us? Or, 

Why is the Approach of Volume'IIJ Not Enough? 

One of the most blatant characteristics of human beings is to err in 

observing phenomena and in interpreting observed results. This type of error 

was illustrated in our discussion in Volume II of different perspectives on 
, . 

the role of racial bigot~y in the use of deadly force. 

Because of the seemingly limitless possibi1itie~ for errors of various 

types by human beings, an elaborate set of procedllres has evolved over the 

years to make the research endeav.or as immune to hUl'lan failings as possible. 

That set of procedures is widely referred to as research metbodology. Some 
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of the failings that research methodology seeks to guard against are the 

following: 
. 

(a) Errors of obsf:rvation. Humans not only fan to see important fea-

tures in a given scene, but often invent false observations. It is clear in 

courtroom observation, for ~xample~ that witnesses inadequately remember,the 

details of events and persons they are attempting to describe. Experiments 

have been done in which people who report that there was an interval of two 

minutes between a first and second criminal episode are asked to close their 

eyes and not reopen them until they bel ievl~ that two minutes have elapsed. 

Few can manage the assignment satisfactorily, though it should be noted that 

it is not altogether a fair trial because the experiment introduces a differ

ent kind of stress than that which may have been present during the initial 

observation. 

(b) Selective observation. It is notable that different people view-

ing the same event ,or phenomenon will notice different things, according 

to their interests and their biases. That is, we all tend at times to see 

those thi ngs that we want to see, rather than a true pi ctu re of what it is 

. tha't we are looking at. And we also select for observation matters that 

are of importance to us. A black observer of police behavior, for example, 
. 

may be especially alert to any sign of a racial slur or evidence of differ-

ential treatment based on race. And an ardent feminist is likely to be 

attune.d to signs that an individual bel ieves there are differences between 

the sexes that ought to dictate policies of differential treatment. In this 

manner, all of us are particularly aware of things that have a special or 

important meanir'9 for us. 

(c) Errors of int,erpretation. Our personal biases, our fears, and our 

incl inations determine not onl) what we observe but how we interpret what we 

xv 
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hav-e observed. A deaf-mute man was shot to death by a pol ice officer when 

the man reached into a pocket and began to pull out an identity card. The 

offi cer sa i d that he had interpreted the man's 1 ack of respons i veness to 

his questions and directions as animosity. He said that he. thought that 

the man's reaching into his pocket represented an attempt to draw a gun and 

open fi re on .him. 

A further source of mis~nterpretation lies in the failure to be aware of 

alternative explanations for the relationship between phenomena. Until the 

twentieth century, for example, the vast majority ·of medicines had no cura

tive power whatsoever. Yet, most people, including physicians, believed 

that such potions were effective. Indeed, chan-ges of-ten Were observed in 

patients after they had taken the medicines. Such changes, in fact, were 

produced naturally (or, perhaps, psychol ogi ca lly) rather than by means of 

the biochemical actions of the medicine. 

(d) Incorrect generalization. This error. results in large part from 

a failure to attend scrupulously to the material which forms the basis of con

clusions. It may involve an inadequate ability to think and reason logi

cally) or it may involve a t~ndency to come to conclusions that are desired 

rather than those that are dictated by availab1e information. 

One may, for exampl e, concl ude that a 60 percent shoot; ng rate by the 

poice against black opponents, when the black population base is 22 percent, 

indicates racism (or worse,. genocide). But that type of inference excludes 

the exposure rate to violence or potential violence on the part of the po

lice as discussed in Volume ri. 
(e) Dependence upon authority. Many (if not most) of our bel iefs are 

based upon the statements of people w~ consider authorities. We may buy and 

hoard cold because someone who has written a b'est~sell ing book says it is 
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wise to do SO; or we may go on a highwcarbohydrate (or lowwcarbohydrate) 

diet because an "expert" w;~h a goatee and an Austrian-sounding accent ad

vises us that this is the surest way to shed 15 pounds painlessly. We look 

to authorities in religion and politics, in science and educa'tion. In some 

measure, this is because these persons are presumed to have better infor-

mat i on than we do, . since they have presumably devoted thei r 1 i ves to ; ts 

acquisition and are specialists in the field. Nonetheless, with their spe

cialization often cones a vested interest in a particular point of view-

their own..:-and a real or unwitting attempt to camouflage conclusions that 

might be contrary to theirs. Sir Thomas Browne, a 17th Century writer, in 

his book Vulgar Erroll, maintained that unthink'!ng reliance upon authority 

is the "mortal1est enemy unto knowledge," since it involves a "resignation 

of our judgments" (Keynes, 1964:11, 275-276; II, 5-6). 

In the instance of criminal activity, ~ur decision-making frequently is 

based upon the positions of the chief of pol ice or a prosecuting attorney 

rather than upon careful analysis of events and relationships. In criminal 

trials, we tend to rely upon what we read in the daily newspapers or see on 
• the television n~\,/scasts. And in a community1s reaction to an unfortunate 

shooti ng, we often see a "foll ow the 1 eader" development. 

(f) Inappropriate use of evidence. Data may be based upon perfectly. 

accurate observation and seem appropriate as evidence to support a certain 

decisi~n, yet actually may misrepresent the phenomena of interest. To illus-

. trate, if we are interested in measuring criminal behavior, we cannot rely 

with too much assurance on police statistical reports, because the police 

do not apprehend all offenders. And those they do catch most certainly 

represent a particular kind of criminal or delinquent population. ihey are 

characterized, if by nothing else, by the fact that they were unskilled 

xvii 
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enough (or, in some instances, unlucky enough) to have been caught--or to 

have been suspected of a criminal offense. 

If we resort to sel f-reports of criminal activity we are faced with a 

host of similar kinds of problems in obtaining accurate indications of crim

inal activity in order to conduct good research. For one obvious thing, 

some persons .. w'e talk to will 1 i e to us, et ther out of uncertai nty about what 

we intend to do with the information they are providing, or perhaps because 

they want to exaggerate thei r IIbadness. II For another thi ng, del i nquency and 

criminality are basically 1-ega1 categories, and the person' we are question .. 

ing might not be aware of or sensitive to the legal definition of the behav

ior he has engaged in. A middle-class boy might regard a street fight as 

"assault," while a working-class youth could define it as nothing more than 

a routine bit of everyday existence. 

Returning to our point of departure in the listing of these sources of 

. error, the methods used in this vo1ume repres~ot the efforts of the social 

sciences to maximize the accuracy of decision making. Research methodology 

did not arise one morning, but it evolved over hundreds of yeiirs as the 

sciences moved from primitive bel iefs to theoretical systems that repeatedly 

are subjected to observational testing. Thus it is possible to have a belief 

system based upon authority and upon subjective observations, but it is not 

possible to maintain upon such foundations a scientific theory from which 

ded~ction and testing will produce conclusions. Conclusions that enter into 

the scientific structure must have been derived from procedures that minimized 

human errors. 

xv iii 
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3. The mode and content of training on the topics tlofficer 

survival ll and the use of deadly force. 

4. The legal bases for the use of deadly force as expressed 

in state statutes and case law. 

s. Formal police rules, policies, and regulations governing 

deadly force. 

6. The mood and sensitivities of the community. 

7. Significant incidents in policy-community inter

ections--the killing of one or more officers, for 

example. 

8 •. Reactions of police to community forces and pressures. 

As stated repeatedly throughout these volumes, we conceive of the choice 

to use of deadly force (or to refrain from using it) as the final point in a 

sequential decision process. Genera11y speaking, as an overall incident 

moves from servi ce ca'" response to ul ti mate resol uti on, the range and prob

abilities of later choices are altered by earlier choices. The Commission 

report in the Eulia Love case, to repeat an example, stated, "By displc:ying 
• • 
their guns immediately, the officers severly limited their alternatives." A 

very early choi ce, then, consi derably rai sed the probabil i ty of Mrs. Love IS 

death. 

And, finally, the ultimate choice regarding the use or non-use of deadly 

force depends upon a consideration of a perceiving human being who must use 

the cures available in the encounter. The perceiving human being is of course 

a product of many of the factors (or forces) listed above. The reconstruction 

of event~ by internal affairs, a review board, the office of the prosecuting 

attorney, or a citizens' committee is necessarily an approximation involving 

------------ .-------~--~-
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different types of information (mostly inferential) and different perceiving 

human beings. 

~he de.scri pt ions of our data-coll ecti on instruments are organi zed by 

categories of approach rather than ways in wh1ch the resulting data will be 

used in deriving conclusions. Consequently, data coming from a given source 

may be used o~er several domains of empirical analysis and, concomitantly, be 

useful in testing several hypotheses. For example, intervi€ws with community 

leaders can be expected to provide information regarding stres.ses in police

comhlun;ty relations prior to a shooting, community events in the policy 

aftermath of a shooting, and general attitudes regarding deadly .force pol icy 

and its enforcemen~. In fact, inforfll~tiol'! from these interviews was used 

extens;vp.ly in Volume III. 

In general, the made of data collection described below follows the 

advice of Milton et ale (1977, p. 146): 

The foregoing research recommendations.have been based 
upon the existence of systematically collected data, on 
b'oth the local and natiQnal level. Ideally, in-depth 
studies should also take th~ form of parallel investiga
tions, using additional data $ources such as interviews 
of department investigators, newspaper files, coroner 
and medical examiner. reports, and hospital emergency 
room records. SuchQirlformation would be helpful in 
augmenting official -reports arId could serve to a greater 
extent as a barometer of community reaction, measuring 
the impact of particular types of shooting. 

A. Arch; va 1 Data .. 
We searched hard copy to id~ntify major factors and processes in police 

departments that involve or have possible direct i.mplica~ions for deadly 

force. Specifically, each of the following events triggered a search: 

1. A shooting that lead to death or injury • 
. 

2. Change in deadly force policy. 

3. Maj~r reorganization within the depart~ent. 
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The specific material to be searched was as follows: 

1. Newpapers. 

2. Poli~e general orders, rules, regulations, statements 

of pol icy and pt'ocedure. 

3. Training and curricula materials. 

4. Committee and commission reports. 

The goal of this part of the research is, of course, to r~late phenomena 

in the department and in the community that mi)ht be causally connected to 

deadly force, methods and policies, and to assess the consequences of the use 

of deadl y force. 

B. Interviews 

1. Public Officials" Community leaders, Police Officers 

We interviewed local political, community and police leaders regarding 

practice and policy of police use of deadly force. The interview schedules 

(see Appendices A, B, C) attempt to elicit perceptions of departmental poli

cies related to use of deadly force, the extent to which the department has 

.successfully sought to control abuse of deadly force, descriptions of the 

interviewee's and others' efforts to influence police deadly force policy, 

assessments of the roles which key individuals and organizations have played 

in the formulation of deadly force policy, and statements of the key factors 

which have shaped deadly force policy and practices in the city. 

Community leaders were selected by reviewing newspaper accounts of 

police deadly force events. Names of persons who repeatedly reoccur in news 

accounts as key I'actors" i1 the politics of police deadly force were con

tacted. In addition, each of the initial people interviewed was asked for 

suggiestions as to other persons knowledgeable and influential in terms of 
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po? ~e use of deadly force whom we might interview. Selection of political and 

police officials was accomplished by initial choices at the top, and moving 

downward in the chain as warranted. 

2. Shooters and Non-Shooters 

Before discussing the approach to data-collection in this section, a few 

comments abou~ sel ect; on are warranted. Off; cers who use deadly force--the 

shooters--defi ne themsel ',(es readily enough. But how does one get an appro

priately matched group of non-shooters? 

Clearly one cannot select on the basis of history of non-shooting since 

our analyses are context-ori ented. That is, our pri nci p~ 1 method depends 

upon analysis of the factors in situation .X, and prior to s'ftuation X, that 

1 ed Offi cer A to use deadly force in X. For matched non-shooters, therefore 

we ne(=ld officers who were in situations like those of the ,shooters but-who 

did not use their weapons as did the latter. The task, then, becom~s one of 

dup1 icating the situations that come to us by ·the facts of the shootings. 

The p'rocess of matching immediately brings to mind (fr'om an in~roductory 

course in research methodology) concepts of determining what extraneous 

variab,les potentially confounq the dependent variables so that experimE'tQ.t..a<1.-r'/ 

and control groups may be made comparable on these variables. Typical 

extraneous vatiables used in matching are age, sex, intell igence level, 

height, weight, and years of experience. With proper matching on variables 

of that sort, one can say that obta i ned di fferences between groups are 

internally valid (alternative plausible explanations have been controlled). 

But that approach is not feasible because of the enormous dependence of 

shooting decisions upon, mostly undeterminable, context variables. To illus

trate the problem, if Offi cers A and B ,are matched on such persona 1 vari.abl es 

as age, sex, height, and years of experience, one has not produced much if 
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there ; s a di fference between them in exposure rates. And exposure rates 

imply more than assignment areas--since the use of deadl) force ;s a relatively 

rare event in normal patrol operations. 

To illustrate this logic, the ideal matching device would be continuou~ 

observation of all officers in a department over a long period. A long period 

is necessary because .situations where the use of deadly force ;s reasonable 

are relatively rare events. The continuous observers whould then pick out 

situations where deadly force was not used, but seemed essentially identical 

to situati cins were i't was used. An exampl e woul d be the case that recently 

occurred in Los Angeles where an officer diH not use anything but his baton 

,in effectely handling an agitated man with a knife--similar to the state of 

the killed Eulia Love. 

Since the ideal is obviously not possible, we tried to approximate the 

results it would produce by asking officers in the cooperating departments, 

via various interviews and discussions with individuals and groups, including 

police advisory committees and police associations, to tell us of officer

situations whi ch could have gone either way with regard to shooting, but 

actually went in the non-shoot direction. Among the informants were officers 

who engaged in encounters of that sort themselves. We accepted these as . 
cases if the departmental 'documentation confi rmed the descriptions of the 

officers. More generally, since it was obvious that this method ;s likely 

to produce irrelevant war-studies along with genuine wheat, we conducted a 

thorough evaluation of each described incident in terms of the formal depart-

mental documents. 

To supplel)1ent this means of achieving control, in one city we used a 

situationally based control group. In Newark, we fortunately (for research 

purposes) found a substantial number of cases where there was shooting by one 

• I 
t 

11 
111 
II 
I 
[fA 



--- _._--_., .---_._-------
\ 

32 

officer but not by the other officer present. The officers from many of 

these cases, both shooters and non-shooters, agreed to be interviewed. 

Following the description of our selection methodology, we turn now to 

the actual i ntervi ews of shooters and non- shooters. Thes ~ i ntervi ews, see 

Appendix 0, focus on the officer participant's perceptions of the sequences 

of personal d~cisions, the factors that conditioned these decisions, and the 

resultant events that led to the use or non-use of deadly force. Specific 

attention was given to the interplay of the decision continuum and the per

ception of risk. The interview was al so used to gather data related to the 

officer's activity prior to his or her initial involvement in the shooting 

or'Tlon-shooti-ng situation that cannot be secured in -any lother manner, ~and 

the officer's description of the events that comprise the aftermath of the 

incident. Much of the factual data related to the incident was obtained 

from other data sources. 

We attempted to interview all pol ice offkers who used deadly force' 

duri'ng 1977, 1978, 1979 and part of 1980; non-shooters were selected on 'the 

basis of their activities over the same years. 

The structured i ntervi ews., shown in Appendi x 0, were conducted by re

search tram members and pol ice offi cers. The numbers and percentages of 

those who accepted our invitations to be interviewed in each city were as 

follows: 

1. Bi rmi ngham. The' records showed 165 offi cers i nvol ved 

in shootings over the time period of concern. Only hits 
. 

were recorded between January 1, 1977 and August 1, 1977; 

however, all purposeful shootings by police at individuals 

were available from August 1,.1977 to June 13, 1980. 
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That total was reduced to 81 after a review of the 

cases by the Police Department. The criterion used in 

the elimination of the 84 interviews was whether or 

not the Department saw the incident as significant. 

The insignificant shootings were referred to as "son of 

a bitch" shots. They occurred under the earlier common

law policy of Birmingham under conditions when an 

escapin~ felon was hundred of jards from the officer, 

~nd the officer shot out of sheer desperation (presumably 

mumbling "Son of a bitch!" as the shot occurred). On 

the basis of the 81 cases designated as significant, 63 

(77.8%) of the officers agreed to be interviewed. Twenty

five non-shooting interviews were conducted. 

2. Miami. A review of all purposeful shootings in Miami 

3. 

by police between January 1, 1977 and December 31, 1979 

revealed 105 potential officer interviews. Sixty-nine 

participant officers (65.7%) agreed to be interviewed. 

The success rate was in reality considerably higher, 

79.3% (69 of 87), since 18 involved officers had 

already left the Department and could not be con-

ducted. Twenty non-shooting interviews were 

completed. 

Oakland. Between January 1, 1977 and December 31, 1979, 

63 Oakland police officers were involved in purposeful 

shooting situations. Fifty-two of these officers (82.5%) 

were interviewed. Only four officers refused to be 

interviewed. Fiv~ officers had left the Department 
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and could not be reached and the Department requested 

that two officers with ~edical problems not be con

tacted. Using a potential of 56 interviews then, 

the success rate was 92.9% (52 of 56). Twenty-four 

non-shooting interviews were conducted. 

4. New~rk. A total of 149 officers shot purposefully at 

ci ti lens ov.er the peri od of concern. The procedure for 

requesting officers to cooperate in the interviewing 

process, at the insistence of the Police Director;" 

was by letter. There were 71 positive responses to 

the letter sent to the 149 officers. The attrition 

is not as bad as it seems since over 60 of the ad-

dressees were no longer with the department, with, 

in many cases, uncertain addresses. Of the 71 possible 

interviews only 42 were completed for such reasons as 

the following: the interviewer mistakenly used a 

shooting incident that occurred prior to January 1, 

1977 (there were sev~ral multi-shooters in our Newark 

pool), a meeting arrangement could not be negotiated 

between interviewer and interviewee'" and there were 

refusals despite the positive responses to the letter. 

C. Critical Incident Analyses' 

At each of the four research sites, data wer,e collected concerning 

relevant departmental personnel IS knowledge and opinion of their deadly 

force polic.y. The officers were also required to apply their knowledge of 
. 

departmental policy in choosing fro~ a nunber of .possible alternative courses 
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of action in response to the circumstances SE!t forth in a series of locally 

designed deadly force-related critical incidents. 

The Critical Incident Instrument was prElpared in each jurisdiction by 

a staff member with the active participation of local officers. There neces

sarily was some variation in the instruments that were employed. In Birming

ham, Miami, and Oakland, the designed instruments included a knowledge of 

policy phase, eight critical incidents, and an open-ended question regarding 

the officers' opinion of their present policy. In Newark a slightly different 

strategy w~s used. The instrument posed hypothetical critical incidents 

unique to Newark and asked whether the indiv'idual would use deadly force 

gi ve~ New Jersey statute and Newark admi ni strat i ve pol icy. Further, the 

subject was asked what he thought other membE~rs of his unit would do in 

these potential deadly force situations. Officers were also asked to estimate 

the number of times they could have used deadly force. 

In each city~ the instrument was administered to the chief of police and 

sample populations of administrative and field commanders, patrol supervisors, 

officers assigned to specialized units, investigators, traffic officers, ex-
• 

perienced and newly appointed patrol officers. In Miami, Newark and Oakland, 

the'instruments were labeled by rank, unit and years of experience. The . 
instruments of Miami and Oakland also include ethnic and sexual identifier~. 

Birmtngham1s instruments are labeled only by rank. These variations and the 

number of instruments collected O~ each site depended to a great degree upon 

'ocal conditions and consultations between local officials and team me~bers. 

In Miami and Oakland, a relatively small number of officers and men partici-

pated, 89 and 87 respectively, but the emphasis was on obtaining a variety 

of characteristics. The objective in Birminghan was to gather as many patrol 

personnel as possible (150 were obtained). In Newark, the research team 
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managed to collect Z83 instruments with relevant information as to rank, work 

assignment, and years of service. 

Appendix E contains the Critical Incident Instrument designed for use 

with the Miami Police Department. It was prepared under the policy guidelines 

in effect on May 15, 1980. ThQ first five items tap knowledge of departmental 

policy, th~ n~xt eight test the interpretation of the policy and the last item 

seeks the officer ' s attitude toward curr.ent pol icy. The critical incident 

survey instruments for Oakland, Birmingham, and Newark are in Appendices F, 

G, and H, respectively. 

D. Statistical Data 

Two leve'ls of statistical data were collected at each research sHe. 

The first includes crime statistics (UCR Part I and, in some cities, selected 

other offenses, e.g., assaulting a police officer) arrests, c.ftizencom

plaints, disciplinary filings and findings, and sllootings. As originally 

planned, this information was to be collected on a monthly, city-wide basis 

for a ~inimum of five years. However, due to the limitations encountered in 

the available data in the four police departments not all of the data could 

be collected on a monthly basis for the period of time desired. ·While the 

Birmingham, Newark, and Miami Police Departments did keep crime statistics on 

a monthly basis for a mi nimum of 5 years, the Oakl and Pol ice Department 

retained only annua1 crime data. Birmingham did maintain monthly statistics 

regarding assaults on pol'ice offi'cers, whereas the other three police depart

ments did not. With the exception of the monthly records available in Newark, 

arrest statistics had to be collected on an annual basis. Citizen complaint 

statistics were available on a monthly basis in the cities of Oakland and 
. 

Birmingham, while only a limited anount of annual data could be retrieved 
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from Miami and Newark. All statistics concerning disciplinary filings and 

findings are on an annual basis. In regard to shootings, monthly statistics 

were collected in all four cities. These data provide the basis for analysis 

of organizational, pol icy and procedural changes in the department in terms, 

of effects on the use of deadly force. 

The second level. of statistical information encompasses crime data by 

area (UCR Part I,.violent crimes, and for the City of Oakland, other selected 

offenses, e.g., weapons charges, resisting arrests, assaulting a police 

officer, narcottcs charges, and arrests). The Oakland Police Department was 

able to provide extensive monthly information regarding crime data by specific 

. repo~ting area. Birmingham maintained a more limited type of monthly crime 

statistics broken down by beat. Unfortunately, crime data by area or beat 

were unavailable in Miami and Newark. 

E. Personnel Data 

A wide range of personnel data were collected. for each officer involved 

in a shooting or a non-shooting incident (see Appendix 1). Personal data 

.were also gathered on the partidpant subject, the individual who was the 

object of the pol ice use of deadly force (see Appendi x J). The police data 

falls into three categories--career-related, biographical, and psychological 

evaluations. The subject data consist of biographical information, and 

where applicable, criminal histories. 

Police officer personnel data were collected for tne period prior to the 

shooting incident and again for a period after the shootlng. 

F. Physical Environment at Time Incident 

The official police case file was the major source of information con-

cerning the circumstances of each shooting and non-shooting incident. Data 
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detailing the flow of events from the initial contact to its completion were 

collected and recorded on data-collection forms shown in Appendix K. The 

weapons used and extent of i nju ri es were noted. Informati on concerni ng the 

participants, the physical environment, and the time-frame of the incident 

were recorded from these files. 

G. Citizen ~nterviews 

Ma ryl ander Marketi ng Resea rch conducted a telephone i ntervi ew for use 

with 450 residents of Los Angeles, LSD from a black community, 150 from a 

Latino community, and 150 from a white (but not Latino)"community. The 

instrument, shown in Appendix P, elicited citizen attitudes regardin'g police 
~ . 

use of deadly force, poliee discrimination, minor'ity abuse by police, and 

preferred deadly force policy. 

Design features were as follows. 

1. Respondents were people 16 years of age and over. Within each of 

the three ethnic groups, half of the i~terviews were conducted with 

males and half with female~. 

2. Interviews took under 12 minutes each. 

3. Participants from e?ch ethnic group were selected from neighbor

hoods with a high incidence of that population segl'lent. More 

specifically, the procedure for blacks and Hispanics was as fol

lows: 

a. Zip codes from areas of Los Angeles City 
with hi gh ·i nci dences of each ethni c group 
were selected (see Figure 1). 

[INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE] 

b. Within those zip codes, streets were selected. 

c. Using street address phone books, telephone 
numbers were selected. bne interview was 
completed pe~ street within a Qiveh zip code. 
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Fi gure 1. SHARE BLACK/SPANISH ORIGIN ZI? CODES 

USED FOR BLACK AND HISPAa.'1IC S;'..!·:PLES 

. 
Black Sarnole Soanish O~iqin S~~ole 

Zip Code 

90001 

90002 

90003 

90007 

90008 

90011 

90016 

90018 

90019 

90036 

90037 

90043 

90044 

90047 

90058 

90059 . 

90061 

90062 . 

Share* 

90%+ 

90%+ 

90\+ 

90%+ 

90\+ 

90!!!+ 

90\+ 

90\+ 

90%+ 

45\-59.9% 

90%+ 

90\+ 

90\+ 

90\+ 

75\-89.9\ 

90%+ 

90%+ 

90%+ 

• 
Zip C££! Share** 

90001 

90004 

90005 

90006 

90017 

90018 

90019 

90022 

90023 

90031 

90032 

90037 

90041 

90042 

90057 

90063 

91331 

91342 

75%-89.9% 

45\-59.9\ 

45\-59.9% 

60\-74.9% 

90\4-

45\-59.9% 

45\-59.9\ 

90\4-

90\4-

90\4-

90\4-

45\-59.9\ 

45\-59.9\ 

75\-89.9\ 

60\-74.9\ 

90\4-

75\-89.9\ 

45\-59.9% 

11 l~ap - ''Black persons as a Percent of the Total Popula Hon 
in the Los Angeles Five Count1 Area by Census Tracts -
1980 Census", by the Western Economic Research Co. 

*. Map -"Persons of Spanish Origin as a Percent of the Total 
population in the Los Angeles Five county Area by 
Census Tracts - 1980 Census", by the Western Economic 
Research Co. 
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The interviewer started with the first address 
and continued until a completed interview was 
obta i ned. . 

For Anglos, the sawple was selected from throughout the City of Los 

Angeles from alphabetical phone directories using every nth name. Clearly, 

the selection procedure avoided the cost of screening for persons in the vari

ous ethnic g~oups from the general population. The answers to questionnaire 

items of blacks and Hispanics reflect, then, the attitudes of blacks in black 

areas and Hispanics in Hispanic areas, and not, except inferentially, blacks 

and Hispanics in general. 

4. To help ensure a representative sample, the 

follow;n~ IIquality controls" were employed. 

all interviewing took place in the late 
evenings of weekdays or any time on 
weekends 

each interviewer was pers~nally briefed 
by a seni or member of Mr~R' s staff and, 
in addition, received written instructions 

bi-lingual interviewers were used for the 
Hispanic interviewing 

5. At the conclusion of interviewing, about 20% of each 

interviewer's completed interviews were verified to 

determine the certain key procedures were followed. 

6. Pure probability sampling was not used in the study. 

~Je had a very 1 imited budget for the survey due to 

the dismal fail~re of Maurice Jackson in whom we 

invested over $30,000 (as described in a Quarterly 

Report), and so we used a less costly approach that 

is widely used for comMercial studies. It has been 

established that by using controls on selected 
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demographics--age and sex--and by interviewing at 

those time of day when most potential respondents are 

at home, a representative sample is obiained. No call-

backs are made. This approach is widely used (far more 

so than probability sampling) because of its lower cost. 

MHB and other research suppliers have had opportunities 

to compare f;ndin~s from studies conducted in this man

ner with those obtained from probability methods and 

the results are essentially the same. 

7. The instructions given to the interviewers are shown in 

Figure 2. 

[INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE] 

Finally, the biases that are inherent in the design of the study are 

as follows: 

a. People with unlisted phones were not contacted. 

b. S~,;ng shift and night shift workers were less likely 
·to be reached. 

c. Households without phones could not ~~ reached 
(althouoh the phone compnay clai~s 99% of all 
Los Angeles households have phones.) 

d. Persons in large households are understated since 
only one interview took place in a household. 

e. Persons who are seldom home are under-represented 
since no callbacks were made. 

\ 



~ . 

42 

Figure II. INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS 

Study Purpose 

The purpose of this research is'to determine attitudes toward the use of 
deadly force by police among Anglos, Black, and Hispanics. 

Qualified Respondent 

A qualified r~spondent is a male or female 16 yeears of age and over who 
resides within the city of Los Angeles. 

Quot~ 

Your quotas by -age and sex ar.e on the enclosed quota/mail ing form. It is 
very important that you complete your quota exactly as specffied. 

When to Interview 

All interviewing must be conducted after 3:00 p.m. during the week and,any 
time on~the weekend. 

Where to Interview 

This study is to be conducted within the ~ity of Los Angeles. -You must not 
interview anyone··who 1 ives outside the city 1 imits. Please be sure you are 
familiar with which prefixes are in Los Angeles, so that you do not make any 
errors. \ole callnot use quest i onna ires compl eted wi th respondents outs ide of . 
the city of Los Angeles. 

Timing 

InterViewing is to be completed from Friday, May 15 through Friday, May 22. 
Your quota must be completed on time. 

Telephone Sampling Instructions for Anglo Quota 

You have been given spec; fi c page numbers for" your di rectory. In the phone 
directory you are to begin calling two inches from the top of the first column 
of the assigned page; you are to continue dialing down the column in the phon~ 
book, go to the top of the second column, etc. until you complete one interview. 
If one of your assigned pages does not result in a completed interView, you 
are to go to the to~ of the very n~xt page 1n the phone book and continue 
dialing. 

Interviewers are to follow these instructions: 

..II 
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Figure II. Interviewer Instructions (can't.) 

- nne interview must be completed on each assigned pag~ 

- dial only toll free numbers 

dial only what appears to be residential listings 

dial each number only once--if it does not result in 
interview, they are to go to the next phone number. 
make any callbacks. Even if they get a busy signal, 
to continue down the page. 

a completed 
Th ey ate f10t to 
they are simply 

Teleohone Sampling Instructions for Black and Hispanic Quotas 

You have been given xeroxed copies of reverse directory pages selected from 
neighborhoods with a high incidence of your ethnic group quota. You are to 
complete the number of interviews .indicated on those sheets. We have a 
selection procedure which must be adhered to by all interviewers. 

Materials Suppl.1~d. 

You have been suppljed with the following materials •.. ~lease be sure you have 
everything. 

- questionnaires 

- telephone samplirg instructions with page nu~bers 

- quota/mailing form 

Mailing 

. Interviewers are to mail first day's work to the supervisor as soon as it ;s 
completed. Thereafter, please mail every other day via First Class. With 
eacb package, interviewers are to include a quota mailing form which reflects 
what is in that package. Do not fa i 1 to fi 11 out your quota rna; 1; n9 form cor
rectly. 

Confidentiality 

As in all research studies, this one is cO,lfidential. If anyone asks you for 
whom you are doing th'ls study, simply saY.MMR or t~arylander t~arketing Research. 

: 
I: 
I 
I 
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Figu~e II. Interviewer Instructions (conlt.) 

Probing 

The essence of good probing is the use of a neutral probe. 
that gives a lead to the respondent will bias the results. 
questions that will not bias the answers. 

Anything you say 
You must .ask 

You must recognize when an answer is vague or incomplete. If the respondent 
says she likes the calor, you donlt know exactly what she means. Does she 
like it becau~e itls bright, soothing, reminds her of something else, is 
unusual, is famil'jar, or what? This is where probing comes in. 

Here is an example of good neutral probing: 

Intervtewer: What, if anythin3, do you like about the product? 

Res pondent: The taste. 

~nterviewer: What do you mean ,by that? 

Respondent: Well, the taste is pretty good. 

Interviewer: Could you explain that a little more? 

Respondent: Well, itls kind of sweet, and I like these when -theylre sweet. 
You know, it reminds me of an ice cream soda. 

Interviewer: What else do you like about the preduct? 

Re~pondent: Thatls all, the taste. 

When recording a probe, enter the key word next to P. For example, the last 
probe in the example would be recorded ••• P Else? A question ;s fully probed 
when the r-espondent says "That,ls all ll or "Nothing else". Recording this 
response indicates to us that the probing was thorough. 

Handling the Questionnaire 

A. Circle the number next to the answer given by the respondent in the column 
of numbers with l~-rather than the answer itself. 

B. Read each question slowly and clearly. If the respondent cannot under
stand you, she won't be able to give you a good answer. 

C. When you begin the interview, fill in "Time Started ll
, and rer.ler.lber to 

write in the tir.le it ended when you have finished. Al~o, write in your 
nar.le at the top of the first page an the line next to IIInterviewer". 

D. Read the introduction verbatim. You are working for Marylander Marketing 
Res~drch. Go right to the first question without pausing. This will 
cut dawn on you refusals. 
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Figure II. Interviewer Instructions (conlt.) 

E. Each question must be read exactly as worded. Do not help the respondent 
out by changing the wording around. If the respondent asks what something 
means, repeat the question as worded and tell her whatever she thinks it 
means. 

Handling the Questionnaire 

Q.1 Read list and circle the appropriate code number. Check to be sure age group 
is needed for quota. If not, terminate and ,'euse questionnaire. 

Q.2 Begin with red checked item. Read each item one at a time. Continue to the 
bottom of the list, then return to the top and ask for remaining items. Be 
$ure to ask for all items. Repeat scale from'time to time. Circle one code 
for each item. 

Q.2b Follow same instructions as for Q.2. 

Q.3 Circle the appropriate code number. 

,Q.4 'Read 1 i st and ci rcl e the appropri ate code number. Encourage an answer; however, 
if respondent says "donlt know", write in "donlt know" to the left of the 
statements. 

Q.5 Probe for specifics (see probing instructions). 

Q.6 Circle the appropriate code number. 
ask Q.7. ' 

If don't know, skip to Q.8; otherwise, 

Q.7 Probe for specifics. 

Q.8 Circl'e the appropriate code number. 

Q.9 Circle the appropriate code number. If yes, ask Q.10; otherwise, skip to Q.11. 

Q.10 Probe for specifics. 

Q.11 Read each statement and circle the appropriate code number for each. 

Q.12. Circle the appropriate code number. If no, skip to Q.14; otherwise, ask Q.13. 

Q.13 Circle the appropriate code number. 

Q.14 Circle the appropriate code number. 

Q.15 C i rc 1 e the appropriate code number. If no, skip to Q.17; otherwise, ask Q.16. 

Q.16 Circle the appropriate code number. 

Q.17 Circle the appropriate code number. I 



46 

Figure II. Interv~wer Instructions (con1t.) 

Q.18-19 Read list and circle the appropriate code number. 

Q.20 Circle the appropriate code number. Prompt with Black, White, etc., ~ if 
necessary. If not prelisted, write in on line provided. 

RECORD RESPONDENT'S NAME~ ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER AND THE TIME THE 
INTERVIE~ ENDED ON THE FIRST PAGE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE. ALSO CIRCLE 
THE CODE FOR ETHNIC BACKGROUND AND SEX •. 
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RESULTS 

To put the analyses that follow in social., political, and historical 

perspective, we have prepared a description of the development of each of our 

four core cities. The emphasis in each description is, of course, upon 

matters that have direct implications for citizen-police interaction, but we 

have expanded the discussions at various points to provide fuller pictures of 

the cities. Appendix M contains the description of Oaklar,d, Appendix N of 

Newark, Appendix 0 of Birmingham, and Appendix P of Miami. 

The archival data and the results of interviews with public officials, 

community leaders, and police officials (see A and B.l~ of the preceding Data 

Collection section of this Volume) were incorporated informally in Volume IIi 

of this Report, and will be given no further attention in this Volume. 

Personal Data-Officer 

In this section we'vlill consider tabulations of various characteristics 

of officers--those who have shot and those who have not. It is importatnt to 

note that the number of officers available for a given tabulation is a func

tion of the source of the tabulation. That is, some of the data car:1e from 

the'interviews shown in Appendix 0, while other data came from d~partmental 
. 

files. For shooters, the latter pool is larger than the former since we 

atterripted to get departmental information regarding a given officer whether 

he was or was not interviewed. The nature of the sel ection process for 

'non-shooters made the pool based on departmental files identical to the pool 

based on interview response. 

Tab 1 e 1 shows the ranks of shooters and non- shooters over the four 

cities. It is not surprising that 86.7 percent of the cO::l~ined grou:J were 

patrol off; cers (87. 6 per~ent of the shooters and 83.7 percent of the non

shooters). 

~ 
II ; I 
I 
I 
I 

f It 
11 

II 
It 
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TABLE 1. RANKS OF OFr leERS 

Count 
f..ilr 

Row ~ :Gakland,5ir::ling- :~iar:li,FL Newark, Row 
Col: : C,; ham, AL NJ io;:al 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Rank ________ : 

-----.-~:---.----:.-------:--------: 
1. .!9 ., !20 : i7 : 92 · 338 · Police Officer 14.5 : ,c: ~ ....... = : 22.8 : 27.2 : 87.S 

69.1 : 92.3 : 90.6 : 79.3 : 
_: ________ : ________ : ________ : __ M _____ : 

2. a : a 0 · 3 : 3 · PLC/SPEC/CPL 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.8 
0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 2.6 : _: ________ ! ________ : ________ : ___ d ____ : 

3. 1 : a : 0 : 14 · 15 · Investigator 6.7 : 0.0 : 0.0 · 93.3 : 3.9 · 1.8 : O. a : O. a : 12.1 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

'4. 5 : S : 7 : 4 : 24 
Sargent 20.8 : 33.3 : 29.2 : 16.7 : 6.2 

9.1 · 6.2 : 8.2 : 3.4 · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------
5. 0: 2: 0: 2: 4 

Lieutenant 0.0 : 50.0 : 0.0 : 50.0 : 1.0 
O. a : 1. 5 : 0.0 : .1.7' : 

-:--------,._------:--------:--------: 
7. 0 : 0 : 1 : 1 : 2 

Other 0.0 · 0.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 · 0.5 · · 0.0 : 0.0 : 1.2 : O· Q . - : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 55 130 85 115 386 
iotal 14.2 33.7 22.0 30.1 100.0 

Non-Shoot 

Count : 
f!.tt 

Row: :Oakland, Birming- Hiami,FL Newark, ?ow 
Total Col ~ : CA ham, A~ ~IJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

l. 
Pol fce Officer 

2. 
PLC/SPEC/C?L 

3. 
Investigator 

Sargent 

5. 
L f.eutenant 

6. 
Captain 

7. 
Ctner 

Col'J~n 
-:"tal 

18: 18: 20: ,5: 
22.0 : 22.0 : 24.4 : 31.7 : 
78.3 : 78.3 : 95.2 : 83.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 0: 

0.0 :' 0.0 : 
0.0 : O. a : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
O. 0: 3.2: 

-:-._-----:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 1: 

0.0 : 33.3 : 
o. a : :.3 : 

0: 2: 
0.0 : 66.7 : 
O. 0: 0.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

82 
33.7 

1 
1.0 

3 
3.1 

4: 3: 1: 0: S 
50.0 : 37.5 : 12.5 : 0.0 : 5.2 
17 • .1 : 13.0 : ~.S : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:---_._--:----"---: . . 1 : 
: 100.0 : 

:.3 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
U. a : 

o : 
0.0 : 
O. a : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1 
1.0 

0: 1: O· 0: 1 
0.0 : 100.0 : 0:0 : o.~: 1.0 
0.0 : .1,3 : 0,0 : O. a : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
~.J : 

0: 2: 
O. ~ : !::o.o :' 
0.0: 5.: : 

-:.-~-----:--------:.-------:--------: 23 21 
,3.5 2

~ • .:.: Zl.~ 

2 
2.0 

~ 
: :-0. 0 
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Table 2 shows the assignment of the officer at the time of the incident. 

As would be expected from the results shown in Table 1, most officers were on 

patrol assi gnment when the incident occurred (that is, 72.1 percent of the 

shooters and 67.0 percent of the non-shooters were on patrol assignment). 

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE] 

Table 3 shows type of activity of the officer when the incident occurred. 

One is not surprised that the abundance of patrol officers in Tables 1 and 2 

implies that most officers were actually on patrol (62.8 percent of shooters 

and 56.6 percent of, non-shooters) when the incident occurred. Considering 

the findings of others (reported before), it is ~oteworthy that 15.0 percent 

of the shooters were off-duty. 

[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE] 

Table 4 shows wea~ons used by officers--which are handguns in the vast 

majority of cases (93.4 percent). 

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE] 

Table 5 shows sex of officers and Table 6 ethnic identity of officers •. 

Almost all officers were male, though the percentage of female shooters 
• 

reached 5.4 percent in Birmingham, and the majority were Anglo (75.5 percent 

of s'hooters and 82.8 percent of non-shooters). The percentage of black 
. 

shooters was relatively high in Newark (32.4 percent), while the percentage 

of Hispanic shooters was relatively hi~Jh in Miami (22.1 percent). In 1979, 

the M'.am,i department was about 19 percent Hispanic (68 percent- white, 13 
, 

percent black) while the Newark department was approximately 'II percent 

black and 89 percent white. Corresponding figures for Birmingham and Oakland 

are, respectively: white 91 percent, black 9 percent, and white 64 percent, 

black 21 perce.~t, Hispanic 8 percent, Asian .7 percent. 

[INSERT TABLES 5 AND 6 HERE] 

.. 

.~ 
" 

~ 
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Ii 
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TABLE 2. ASS I G:t~E~, T A. T T ::~E OF ! NC IDE:ri 

Assionment 

Patrol 

Traffic 

C~ty 

Coun":. • 
Row:: :Caxland, Sinning- Miami,FL Newark. 
Col ~ : C'; ham, AL IIJ 

: 1. : 2. : 3, : 4. : 
_______ N~.------:--------:--------:·-------: 

1. oil: 102: -51: 73: 
16.0 : 3i.9 : 19.0 ~ 27.1 ~~ 
7S.2 : 7a.S : 62.2 : 6e.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 1: 1: 1: 

: 33.3 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 
1.8 : 0.8 : 1.2 : 

o ': 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. : 

Row 
Total 

269 
72.1 

3 
0.8 

Specialized unit: 
8 : 

13.6 : 
14.5 : 

15: 22: 14: 
25.4 : ?/.3 : 23.7 : 
11.5 : 26.8 : 13.2 : 

59 
15.8 

.!--------:--------.~-------:--------: 4. 2: 0: 5: 16: 23 
Invest19ations 8.7 : 0.0 : 21.7 : 69~6: G.2 

3.6 : 0.0 : 6.1 : 15.1 : 

Other 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:---.----:--------: 
5. 1: 12: 3: 

5.3 : 63.2 : 15.8 : 
1.8 : 9.2: 3.7 : 

3 : 
15.8 : 

2.;8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 
Total 

55 
14.7 

Citv 
Count :---

130 
34.9 

82 
22.0 

106 
28.4 

19 
5.1 

373 
100.0 

Row ~ :Oakland, 9ir::lin9- Midmi ,FL Ilewark, Row 
Col: : CA ham" AL IlJ Total 

1. : 2.: 3. : .1. : 

Assianment .------.:.-------:----.-~-:--------:.-------: 

Patrol 

ira (fic 

1.: 14: 1S: 14: 19: 5S 

2. 

: 21.5 : Zi.i : 21.5 : 29.2 : 67.0 
: 60.9 : 78.3 : 66.7 : 63.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: . . 
50.0 : 
~. 3 :. 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 : 
50.0 : 
3.3 : 

.:--------:--------:--------:-~------: 

2 
2.1 

3.: 3: : 7: 8: 19 
Specialized Unit: 1.5.3 : 5.3 : 36.8 : ~2.1 : 19.6 

ll.0 : J.3 : 33.3 : 25.7 : 
-:--------:--------:---"----:---~----: 4.' 3' ? 

Investigations ; 50.0 ; 33.j ; 
13.0 : a. 7 ~ 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

Other .. 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

:.: 2: 2 ~ 0: 1: 

Colu~n 
iota! 

: 40.0 : 40.0 : 0.0 : 20.0 : 
S.7 : a. i O. 0: 3.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

23.; 
23 

2~.7 
21 

21.6 
30 

-" :l Ju •• 

6 
6.2 

5 
5.2 

0" . , 
100.0 
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T'!'~LE 3. ACi;III7Y:'1' T;~IE OF :~ICI~ENT 

COUl't • 
ill1 

~ow ~ :Oa~'and, SIr::1lnq- :~1ami,n ·.e"dr~. 
Col ~ : CA ~a~I, ~L ~.: 

1. : 2.: 3.: .. -.. 
~ct~vitv ------•• : •••••••• : •• --••• -: •••••••• : •••• ----: . .. 

General Pa:rol 

Specialized 2. 
Patrol 

3. 
Plainclothes 

4. 
Stake-out 

5. 
Traffic 

5. 
Investigations 

7. 
Off-duty 

9. 
Other 

Column 
iotal 

Non-Shoot 

Count 

37 : 100: 53: ~a: 
: 15.S ; ~2.0 : 22.3 : 2~.2 : 
: 67.3 : ;6.9 : 62.4 : !.:.O : 

-: .. _-----:--_ ... -.:------_.:-.-.-.--: 
2 : 3 · : 14 · · · 10.0 : 15.0 · 5.0 · iO.O : · · 3.6 : 2.3 : 1.2 · 12.8 : · -t-······-:-·_·_·_·:-·------:-·----·-: 
2 · 6 · 3 · 2 : · · · 15.4 · ~6.2 : 23.1 : 15.4 : · 3.6 · 4.6 : 3.5 : t. a · · · -:--------:--------:--------:-.------: 
0 · 2 · S : 1 : · · 0.0 : 18.2 · 72.7 : 9.1 : · 0.0 · 1.5 · 9.4 : 0.9 · · · · .: .. ------:---_._--:---_._--:-.------: 
a · 1 : a · 0 · · · · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 : · · 0.0 : 0.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 : · · .:---.. ---:.-~---.-:.-------:.-------: 0 : 1 : 7 : 11 · · 0.0 · 5.3 · 36.8 : 57.9 : · · 0.0 · O.S : 8.2 : 10.1 · .: ... _----:--------:.-._--.. : .. -._---: 
6 · 13 : 7 : 31 : · · 10.5 : 22.8 : 12.3 : 54.4 : · · 10.9 · 10.0 : S.Z · 28.4 : · · · .: .. ---... : .. ~.-.--:.-.--.. -:.--.----: 

: 8 : 4 : 6 · Z : · · .l0.0 · 20.0 · 30.0 : 10.0 · · · · · 14.5 : 3.1 · 7.1 · 1.8 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
55 130 85 109 

14.5 34.3 22.4 2E.a 

£.ill. 
aow: :Oakland, 91rming- ~lami,~L Newar~, 
Col : : CA han, AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: .1.: 
Ac:iv1ty .--~.-.-: •• -----.: •• ---.--:.---.---:-.---•• ~: 

1.: 12: 16: 14: 14: 
~eneral Patrol : 21.~ : 28.6 : 25.0 : 25.0 : 

: 52.2 : 69.5 : 66.7 : 43.S : _:_w ______ ;_. ______ :_ •• _. ___ :_. __ ••• _: 
Specialized 2 0: 0: 1: 4: 
Patrol 0.0 : 0.0: 20.0 : 30.0 : 

C.O : 0.0 ! 4,8 : 12.5 : .. :._-"----: ........ :.-------: .. ------: 

238 
62.S 

20 
5.3 

\3 
3 • .1 

11 
2.9 

1 
0.3 

19 
5.0 

57 
15.0 

20 
5.3 

379 
100.0 

Row 
Taut 

S6 
56.6 

5 
5.1 

3. 0: 1: L: Z: -' 
~lainclothe5 0.0 : 25.0 : 25.0 : 50.0 : 4.0 

0.0 : ~.3 : :,9 : 6.3 : 

4. 
Stake-OUt 

s. 
Trtffh: 

6. 
!nve$t~SH1:2ns 

C:.t1er 

I. 

9. 

C~I,J .. " 
Te:al 

-:--_.-._-:--------:--------:--------: a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

3 : 
15.0 : 
l~. J : 

1 : 
25.0 : 
3.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: · · 1 : 1 : 0: 1: 
: 33.3 : 33.3 : 0.0 : 33.3 : 

4.3 : £.3 : O. 0: 3.1 
-: ... _----:------_.:--------:--------: . . - . 
: SO.O : 
1 11. ~ I 

1 : 
l2.S : 
!. '" : 

1: 2: 
lZ.5 : 25.0 : 

.:.. Q: "'. ~ ~ 
.:-.. -----:------.-:-._-----:-.------: 

~: !: :J: .:: 
15.; : l5.1 : 0.0 : 06.i : 
:.3 : :.~ : 0.0 : 12.5 : 

-:--------:----_._-:--------:--------: 
5 : 3 : 1. : I • - . 

38.: : 23.: ; ~.; : 3:.3 : 
: 'l.i : :!.~ : ':'.3 : :~.: : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: ,1 
21.2 32.3 

~unoer of ~lssl~9 oOservations • 

" 4.0 

J 
3.0 

a 
S.l 

6 
c.~ 

I 
I ~ 
r 

I 
I 

• I 
!, 
I: 
r. 

/I 

~ 
II 

r 
~ 

I. 

~ 
" 

I • I • 

lf4 
~ 
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TABLE 4. WEAPON USED IN SHOOTING CASES 

Weapon 

Handgun .. 

Shotgun 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:---~----: 

1. 47: 116: 83: 110 : 356 
: 13.2 : 32.6 : 23.3 : 30.9 : 93.4 
: 85.5 : 89.9 : 97.6 : 98.2 : 

-:--------:----~---:--------:--------: 
'2. :8: 1'3: 2 : 

8.0 : 
2.'4 : 

2 : 25 
6.6 

Column 
Total 

: 32.0 : 52.0 : 
: 14.5 : 10.1 : 

8. a : 
1.8 : 

-: --------: ... __ ...... _-: --------: -------- :" .. 
55 

14.4 
129 

33.9 
85 

22.3 
112 

29.4 
381 

100.0 

Number of missing observ~tions·= 109 

. . 
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TABLE 5. SEX DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS 

. Shoot 

illl 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Sex --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 54: 123: 83 z 119 : 379 
Male : 14.2 : 32.5 : 21.9 : 31.4. : 97.2 

: 98.2 : 94.6 : 96.5 ~ 100.0 : 

Female 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 1 · 7 • 3 · 0 • · · · · 9.1 · 63.6 · 27.3 · 0.0 • · · · · 1.8 · 5.4 · 3.5 · 0.0 · · · · • 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 55 
Total 14.1 . 

City 
Count : 

130 86 119 
33.3 22.1 30.5 

11 
2.8 

390 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 

Sex --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1. • 22 · 22 · 21 · 34 · 99 • • · · · · 22.2 · 22.2 · 21.2 · 34.3 · 98.0 • · · · · Male 
· 95.7 • 95.7 · 100.0 · 100.0 · • · · • · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. · 1 • 1 · a · a · 2 · • · · • 
Female · 50.0 · 50.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 2.0 · · · · • 

4.3 · 4.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · 
.:--------:--------:--------:-------~: 

Column 23 23 21 34 101 
Total 22.8 22.8 20.8 33.7 100.0 

I 
I 
,I 

1 
I 
I , 
I 

. l 
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TABLE 6. ~THNIC IDENTITY OF OFFIC£RS 

Shoot 

Count : £.ill 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Co1 % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.,: 4. : 
Ethni city ----~---:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 38 : 113: 64: 69: 284 
Caucasian. : 13.4 : 39.8 : 22.5 : 24.3 : 75.5 

: 69.1 : 86.9 : 74.4 : 55.7 : .. 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Non-Shoot 
~--

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 10: 15: 3: 34: 63 

3. 

4. 

Column 
Total 

: 15.9 : 25.4 : 
: 18.2 : 12.3 : 

4.8 : 54.0 : 16.8 
3.5 : 32.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2: 0: 19: 2 :.. . 23 

8.7 : 0.0 : 82.5 : 8.7 : 6.1 
3. 6 : O. 0 : 22. 1 : 1. 9 .: 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
• I:: · 1 · 0 · 0 · · .... · · · · • 83.3 · 16.7 • 0.0 · 0.0 · • · · · · 9.1 · 0.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

55 
14.6 

130 
34.5 

86 
22.9 

.105 
27.9 

6 
1.6 

376 
100.0 

City 
Ca.unt : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Ethnicity ------- ~--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 16: 22: 16: 28: 82 
Caucasian : 19.5 : 25.8 : 19.5 : 34.1 : 82.8 

: 69.5 : 95.7 : 80.0 : 84.8 : 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

-:--------!--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 4: 1: 3: 5: 13 

3. 

4. 

Column 
Total 

: 30.8 : 
: f7: 4 : 

'.7 : 23.1 : 38.5 : 13.1 
4-.3 : 15.0 : 15.2 : 

-:-~------:--------:--------:--------: · 2 · 0 · 1 · 0 · · · · • · · 56.7 , 0.0 · 33.3 · .0.0 · · · · · · 8.7 · 0.0 · 5.0 · 0.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 1 · 0 · a • 0 · · · · · · • 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 4.3 · O. O. · 0.0 · 0.0 · · • · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

23.2 
23 

23.2 
20 

20.2 
33 

33.3 

3 
3.0 

1 
1.0 

99 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 16 
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Table 7 shows the age distribution of nfficers t Table 8 the weight 

distributionm, and Table 9 the height distribution. A bit under half of the 

shooters (47.1 percent) fall in the age range 31-40. Perhaps the most signi

ficant aspect of Tables 8 and 9 is that the shooters in Miami tend to be 

shorter and lighter than in the other cities. That would seem to reflect the 

greater proportion of. Hispanics among them. 

The evidence shows no sUbstanti al differences between "shooter's" and 

"non-shootersll on the characteristics shown in Tables 7, 8, and 9. Interest

ingly, there are no indicators that short officers or officer~ 1 ighter {n 

weight are more likely to shoot than taller or heavier officers, and th\:!re 

was a somewhat hi gher representati on of black off; cers among "non-shooters II 

than among "shooters," and the opposite for Hispanic officers. 

[INSERT TABLES 7, 8, and 9 HERE] 

Table 10 shows occupational classification of each officer's father. As 

typically found in police studies, almost·half of the fathers had blue collar 

jobs. But almost 15 percent of the shooters had fathers who were pol ice 

officers or in the military. 

[INSERT TABLE 10 HERE] 

Table 11 shows educationa~ levels reached by officers. The modal cate-. 
gory for shooters is some college credit without at'l earned degree (42.6 

percent) .. Non-shooters have the same modal category, though it is less 

predominant.. There seerlS to be a substanti a 1 di fference between the educa

ti ona 1 1 eve1 s of shooters and non-shooters. For exal:'1pl e, 17.5 percent of 

shooters had only a high school diploma or less education whi1e only 3.0 

percent of the non-shooters had only a high school diploma. And almost 

one-third (31.3 percent) of the shooters have a bachelor's degree, while 
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TABLE 7. AGE OIST~lSUTION OF OFFICERS 

~ 

21·25 

26·30 

31·40 

41 .. 50 

Ci:v 
Count :-

Row ~ :Oakland. alrming~ Miami.FL Newark. Row 
Total Col: : CA ham, AL NJ 

: 1. : 2. : .3. : 4. : • ___ 4 •• __ :.~ ______ :. _______ :· _______ : _____ ~ __ : 

1. 2: 18: Ie: 2: 
6.3: 56.3 : Jl.3: 6.3 : 

32 
8.6 

3.0 : 14.0 : l':';~o: 1.9: 
.:.---.--.:.-----.-:-~---.--:----~---: 2. 20: 41: 43: 18 : 122 

3. 

4. 

5. 

: 16.4 : 33.6 : 35.2 : 
: 36.4 : 31.8 • 50.0 : 

14.8 : 32.6 
17.3 : 

.:-------.:,-------:.-------:--~---.-: : 30: 62: ~8: 56: 176 
: 17.0 : 35.2 : 15.9 : 31.8 : 47.1 
: 54.5 : 4~.1 : 32.6 : 53.a:: 

-:--------t--------:--------:--------! 3: G: 3: . 21: 33 
9.1 : 18.2 : 9.1 : 63.6 : 8.8 
5. S : 4.7 : 3.5 : 20.2 : 

-:.-... ---:----.---:~.-.----:.----.--: 0:.. 2: 2: . 7: 11 
51 and oVClr 0.0 : 18.2 : ta.2 : 63~6 : 2.9 

0.0: 1.6: 2.3 : .6." : 

Non .. Shoot 

Aoe -
21-25 

26-30 

41-S0 

.. 

.:-~----.-:----~---:--------:.----.--: Column 
Total 

55 
14.7 

:~ Count 

129 
34.5 

86 
23.0 

104 
27.8 

374 
100.0 

Row: :Oakland, airming~ Hf~mi.rL Newark, Row 
Col : : CA ham, A~ NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
._._----:----_ ... :-.------:-.. _._.-:--------: 

1.: 3: 0: 0:. 0: 3 
: roo.o : 0.0 : 0.0: 0.0: 3.1 
: 13.0 : 0.0 : 0.0: O~ 0 : 

.:.------.~---... --:.-.-----~------.-: 2.: 5: ~: 12: 13: 
: J2.r. : 23.1 : 30.3 : 3::.3 : 
: ..21.7 : 39.1 : 57.1 : 41.9 : 

-:--------:-. __ ._.-:-._-----:-. __ ._.-: 
3.: 12: 10: 9: 12: 

: 27.9 : 23.3 : 20.9 : 27.9 : 
: '52.2 : .13.5 : ~2. 9 : 38. i : 

.:.M~ __ ••• : __ ~ __ • __ :. ___ •• __ : ___ • ____ : 
4.: 3: 2: 0: 3: 

: 37.5 : ~5.0 : 0.0: 37.S : 
: 13. 0 ~ 8.7 : 0.0: 9.7 : 

-:--------:-.------:--------:--------: 
5. 0: 2: 0: 3: 

39 
39.S 

43 
!3.9 

8 
a.2 

0.0 : ~O.O : 0.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0 : ii.7 : 0.0: 9.7 : 

51 and over 
5 

5.1 

.:.-.----.:---.-.-.:.---~---:.-~-.---: 
Colur.ln 23 23 21 31 ~S 
To:al 23.5 23.5 Zl:! 31.6 100.e 

~unber of ~fssfnq oaserva:fon~ • 19 
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TABLE 2. ~E!GHT ~!ST~!SUTION OF OFFi:E~S 

Count : 
£.is!. 

Row ~ :Oal(land, 9iming- :-1iar,i,FL Newark, 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: I.'eiahl; 
-~ 

--------:--------:-------_: ____ u ___ : ________ : 

2. 
100-150 lbs. 

6 : 
11.5 : 
10.9 : 

6: ~O: 20: 
11.5 : 38.5 : 38.5 : 
4.7 : 23.5 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

52 
14.1 

3. 
151-175 lbs. 

9 67: 
6.~ : 47.9 : 

16.4: 52.3 : 

26: 38: 140 

4. 

18.6 : 27.1 : 38.0 
30.6 : 33.0 : 

-:--------:--------:-------~:--------: 
176-200 lbs. 

30: 45: 34: 26: 135 
22.2 : 33.3 : 25.2 : 19.3 : 36.7 
54.5 : 35.2 : 40.0 : 26.0 : 

5. -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
201-225 lbs. 

9 : 
25.0 : 
16.4 : 

7: 5: 15: 
19.4 : 13.9 : 41.7 : 
5.5: 5.9: 15.0 : 

6. -:--------:.~------:.-------:--------: 
226 and over 

1: 3: 
20.0 : b~.O : 
1.8 : 2.3 : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 20.0 : 
0.0: 1.0: 

l~lumn 55 128 85 100 
Total 14.9 34.8 23.1 27.2 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Non-Shoot 

Count fJ3.:! . . 
KiJloI % : Oak 1 and, S1r.ning- ~iami,FL Newark, 
Col .. : CA ham, AL NJ 10 

1.: 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:-._-----:--------:--------: 

2. 
100-150 lbs. 

2: 2: 4: 
25.0 : 25.0 : 50.0 : 
8.7 : 8.7 : 19.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

3. 9 1 : 10 : 12 : 151-175 1 bs. : Z8.1 : 3.1 : 31.3 : 37.5 : . 39.1 : 4.3 · <1;. ci : <10.0 : . · 
-:.-~-----:.-------:--------:--------: 4. 8 : 14 : 5 : 15 : li6-Z00 lbs. 18.5 . 32.6 · 14.0 : 34.9 · . · · 3.1.8 : 60.9 : 28.0 : 50.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: S. 2 : 5 · 1 : 3 · · · 201-225 lbs. 18.2 : 45.5 · Q I : 27.3 : · •• 4 

8.7 : 21.7 : .1.8 : 10.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 6, Z : 1 : 0 : 0 : 226 dnd over 66.7 . 33.3 : 0.0 · 0.0 · . · · a.i : 4.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: Column 23 23 21 30 

36 
9.8 

5 
1.4 

368 
100.0 

Row 
Tocal 

a 
fl.2 

32 
33.0 

~3 
·44.3 

11 
11.3 

3 
3.1 

97 
~otal 23.7 23.7 21.6 30.9 100.0 

Nur.:ber of ;'issing obser'/!o:io"s • :5 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 9. HEIGHT OISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS 

ciey 
Count 

Row ~ :Oakland, Sinning- Miarni,FL Newark, 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL NJ 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 
5'0"-5'5" 

0: 4: 5: 
0.0 : 44.4 : 55.6 : 
0.0 : 3.1 : 6.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

9 
2.5 

3. 
5'6"-5'10" 

17: 46: 47: 
9.9 : 26.7 : 27.3 : 

30.9 : 35.9 : 56.0 : 

62 : 172 
36.0 : 47.3 
63.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4. 34: 75: 29: 28: 166 

5'11"·6'2" : 20.5 : 45.2 : 17.5 : 16.9 : 45.6 
: 61.8 : 58.6 : 34.5 : 28.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:---~----: 5. 3: 3: 3: 7: 16 
6'3"-6'6" .: 18.8 : 18.S : 1.8.8 : 43.8 : 4.4 

5.5 : 2.3 : 3.6 : .7.2 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

6. 1: 0: 
6'7" and over : 100.0 : 0.0 : 

1.8 :0.0 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
O. a : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 55 12? 84 97 
Total 15.1 35.~ 23.1 26.6 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count . . 

Row ~ : Oakl and, 5ir.ninS- Xiami,FL Newark, 
Col ~ : C,\ ham, AL ~IJ 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 
5'0"-5'5" 

o : 
0.0 : 
O. a : 

1: 1: 
50.0 : 50.0 : 
4.3 : 4.8 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 
0.3 

364 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

2 
2.1 

.:--------~--------:---~----:--------: 3.: 9' 5: 13: 14: 41 
5'6"-5'10" : ',22.0 : 12.2 : 31.7 : 3!.1 : 42.3 

39.1 : 21.7 : 61.9 : Jo.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:-------_. 

~. 12: 14: 7: 10: ~9 
5'11"-0'2" 2(.5: 28.6: 14.3: 32.7: 50.5 

52.2 : '60.9 : 33.3 : 53.3 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------

5. 
5' 3' '·6' 6' , 

2: 3: 
~O.O : 60.0 : 
a. 7 ! 13. a : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Co IlJmn 
io-:al 

23 
23.7 

23 
23.7 

21 
t!.o 

Number of missing observations • 30' 

----------------- --

30 
30.9. 

5 
5.2 

97 
100.0 
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£J..:1 
Count 

ROil ~ :OaKlanc, el~ln9- ~lar.:l,.:L 
Col : : C~ h.r.:, AL 

Fatr.er'~ : 1.: 2.: 3.: 
Ccc~~~:~on --------:-._.----:-._.-.--: •••• ----: 

1. 6: 6: 0: 
?rofessional 33.3 : l~.3 : 33.3 : 

!3.cl : 11.1 10.7: 
-: .. ------:--------:--------: 

2. 4: ~! 10: 
~hlte Collar 22.2 : 22.2 : 55.6 : 

9.1 : 7.4 : 17.9 : 

3. 
SlUe ~ol1ar 

4. 
Other 

5. 
Hi11Ury 

6. 
Pol ice 

.~ .. --.-.-:.----.--: .. ------: 
: 21: 28: 1S: 
: 21.2 : 41.a : 25.9 : 
: ~7.7 : a1.9 : 32_1 : 

.: .. _-_.--: ... _--_.:-.... ---: 
: 4: J t 6: 
: 30.8 : 23.1 : 46.2 : 

9.1 : 5. Ii : lO.7 : 
-:.-.----.: .. ------:-------~: 

: 5: 3: 7: 
l 33.3 : 20.0 : 46.7 : 
: 11.4 : 5.6 : 12.5 : 

-:-._._._.: ... _----:-._-----: 
• 2.' 4' 2.' 
; 25.0 ; 50.0 ; 25.0 ; 

4. S : 7.4 : 3.6 : 
.: ... __ ._-:.-.. _---:-.------: 

7.: 2.: 6: 7: 
Manaqtrhl 

~on.Shoot 

Column 
Total 

Count 
Row : 
Col .. -Father's 

: 13.3 : 40.0 : 46.7 l 
4.5 : ll.' : 12.5 : 

-;--------;--------;--------: 

· · 

~4 
28.6 

ill!. 
: O~k land, 
: CA 

1. : 

Sol 
lS.l 

56 
36.'; 

Sirmins- ~iaMi,rL 
ham, AL 

2. : 3. : 
Oee:Joad on --------: .... -._-: ... _ .. _.: .... _---: 

1. 3 · 1 : 2 : · ilrofessional 50.0 : 16.7 : 33.3 · · 13.0 · ~.5 : 9.5 · · · -:--------: ... _----:-.------: 
2. 2 : 3 : Ii · · ~hite Collar 18.2 : 27.3 : :4.5 : 

8.7 : 13.6 : Z!!. Ii : 
.:--------:--------:--------: 

3. : 11 : 14 . Ii : . 
91ue Coll ar · 35.5 : .is.2 : l;.~ : · · "7.8 : 63.6 : 2S.6 : · -:--------:--------:--------: 

4. : 3 : 1 : 3 : 
O:her · ~2.9 : H.3 . : :2.9 : · 13.0 · 4.5 : 1:,3 : · -:--------: .. _-----:------_.: 

5. : 2 : a : 2. : 
~il1tary : 50.0 : 0.0 : 5C.0 : 

8.7 : O. a : :.5 : 
.:.-------:.-----.-:~.--.-.. : 

6. 0 : 0 : 1 : 
P-:iice 0.0 : 0.0 : lOO.O : 

0.0 · 0.0 : .t.s · · · .:.-------: .... _---:--------: 

Rolo 
7o:a t 

IS 
11.: 

1S 
11. i 

67 
43.S 

13 
a.4 

15 
9.7 

8 
5.2 

15 
9.7 

154 
100.0 

Row 
Toul 

Ii 
9.1 

11 
16.i 

31 
£7.0 

7 
10.e 

.i 
6.1 

1 
1.S 

I,: 2: 3: 1: 6 
: 3~.3 : 50.0 : ~d.7 : g.! 
: S.7 : !2. S : .!,O : 

-:.-------:--------:. __ ._---: 
23 22 " . _.,..: 

~u~~er of ~lssing o~serva:lons • 2;t 

21 
:n.3 

60 
::)0.0 

.. 

I 

1 
1: 

II 

I 
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only 15.9 percent of the shooters have the degree. We do not have the educa

tional information for the Newark officers. 

[INSERT TABLE 11 HERE] 

Table 12 contains the numbers of years each officer was in police service 

at the time of the incident. Tre interval 6-10 years is the modal category 

for' both grou-ps. Overall, the shooters seem to have less experience. 

[INSERT TABLE 12 HERE] 

~ork evaluations are shown in Tables 13 and 14, the former representing 

per.formance prior to the incident and the latter performance subsequent to 

the incident. There is a slight drop in the overall evalu~tion of shooters 

between these times (high 62.7 percent vs. 59.5 percent and low 2.1 .percent 

vs. 6.2 percent). The change while in the same direction, is a good deal less 

for non-shooters. 

[INSERT TABLES 13 and 14 HERE] 

Productivity, in terms of arrests and citations, is presented in Tables· 

15 and 16, the former showing productivity prior to th.e incident and the 

latter productivity subsequent to the incident. Both shooters and non-shoot

ers show drops in productivity.after the incident. That tendency for shooters 

is particularly ccnspicious in Birmingham, where the productivity was con

spiciously low even before the incident (high 21.6 percent, average 29.9 

percent, and low 57.1 percent) before the ~ncident and 15.4 percent, 22.9 

percent, and 64.5 percent, r~spectively, after the incident. 

[INSERT TABLES 15 AND 16 HERE] 

Meritorious conduct, as measured by letters of commendation from citi

zens, is presented in Tables 17 and 18; meritorious conduct, as measured 

by departmental commendations, is showr,l in Tables 19 and 20; and neritorious 

conduct, as measured by alt{ards for bravery, is 'shown in Tables 21 and 22. 
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7A5LE 11. CF::CE~'S ECUCAilCHAL ~ACK3ROU~O 

ill.'!'. 
Count . 
~OW ~ :~aKlan~, Sirming- ~ia~i ,~L 1CW 
Col:: : CA ham, ;'L 70tal 

1. : 2. : J. : 
:cucation •••••••• : •• --.---:--------:--------: 

1 .. 
~o H.S. Diploma 

H1Qh School 2. 
Diploma 

~ 

.l. 

Coll ege Credits 

4. 
Associate Degree 

5. 

2 
66.7 
3.7 

1 : 
23.3 : 
0.3 : 

o 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:----.---:--------:--------: 
6 : 21 : 14 

14.6 · 51. 2 : 34.1 · · · U.1 16.5 : 20.0 · , 
-:--------!--------:--------: 

17 , 73 · 17 · · · · 15.9 · 68.2 · 15.9 · · · · 31.5 · 57.5 · 24.3 : · · -:--------:--------:.-------: · 14 · 10 · 23 · · · · · · 29.8 · 21.3 : 48.9 : · · 25.9 · 7.9 : 32.9 · · · -:--------:--------:--------: · 15 : 12 : 13 : · Bachelor's Degree: 37.5 · 30.0 : 32.5 · · · 9.4 18.6 27.S : · · -:--------:--------:--------
6. · 0 : 8 · 3 · · Graduate Credits : 0.0 · 72.7 : 27.3 · 0.0 · 6.3 · .1.3 · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
7. 0 : 2 : 0 : 

Advanced Oegree 0.0 · 100.0 : 0.0 · · · 0.0 : 1.5 · Q.O : · 
-~--------:.-------:--------~ ,Col limn' 54 !27 70 

iotal 21.5 50.5 27.g 

'Ion-Shoot 

Count : £..!.tt 

':'1 
15.3 

207 
42.5 

47 
18.7 

40 
15.9 

11 
4.4 

2 
0.3 

251 
:CO.O 

:=\ow ~ :Oai<land, Sir::1ing- :~ia:::i ,FL ~o'o'I 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL 7o:l1 

Education 1. : 2. : 3. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

High SChool 
::li:lo:::a. 

2. o : 
0.0 : 
Q.O : 

1 : 
50.0 : 
4.3 : 

1 
50.0 
':.3 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 

College Credits 

, . 
'" . 

Associate Oegree : 

9 
~9.1 
39.1 

3 
21.4 : 
13.0 : 

8 : 
34.S : 
34.3 : 

.. ... 
28.5 : 
17.4 : 

C 
26.1 .,c: . 
....... 0 

i 
50.0 
3::.3 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
5. : 7 : 7 : 

Sachelor's ~~9ree: 33.3 · 33.3 · 33.3 · · 3D.'! ,- . 

Graduate 

Acvance-:l 

5. 
Cre~i-:s 

. 
I. 

Je,;~ee 

C.Ol J~:"I 
-::.!l 

::0.4 : • .l.~ 

-:--------:--------!--------: 
: 2 : ~ : J : 
: .!O.~ : SO.~ : ~.:J : 

3.7 13.0 : " . ':.,,J 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2 : 0 : ~ . 

: ::0.: : ').:J : 0'\ -.. '" ., • " 
, : ' .. ... .... 

-:--------;----- --:----- _a: 
2 

;':,3 3':, 

· -... 

2 
~ ,.. ..... 

A_ 

4': ,. -..... .: 

. . 
1" 

2C. ; 

." 

. 
-,5 

"I 

3.~ 

•• "t '\ 

....... ..,t 
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TABLE 12. YEARS AS ~ PO~ICE OFFICER 

City 
Count : -

Row ~ :Oakland, Birmfng- :-\iami,FL Newark, Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Years as a : 1. : 2.: 3. : 4.! 
Police Orficer·-·--:--·~----:·-------:·-------:--------: 

1. 7: 28: to: O! 45 
1.2 Years 15.6 : 62.2 : 22.2: 0.0: 14.5 

3 .. 5 Years 

3. 
6 .. 10 Years 

4. 
11 .. 15 Years 

5. 
16-20 Years 

13. a ! 21. 7 : 11.9 : O. a : 
.:. __ M ____ :. _______ : ____ ~ ___ :----,·---: 

16: 36: 24: 7: 83 
19.3 : 43.4 : 28.9 : 
29.6 : 27.9 : 28.6 : 

8.4 : 26.7 
15.9 : G: ________ : ________ :~ ___ • ___ :--------: 

U:l : ~::I : 37 : 2 .. · 123 · 15.4 : 35.0 · 30.1 · 19.5 : 39.5 · · 35.2 : 33.3 · 44.0 · 51·,5 : · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
10 ! 1.5 · S · 10 · 43 · · · 23.3 · 34.9 : 18.6 : 23.3 .. 13.8 · · 18.5 : U.6 · 9.5 · 22.7 : · · _: ________ : ________ !~ _______ : __ --w---: 
0 : 2 : 3 ! 1 · 6 · 0.0 · 33.3 : 50.0 : 16.7 · 1.9 · · 0.0 · 1.6 : 3.6 · 2.3 : · · _: ________ : ______ N_: ________ : ________ : 

6.: 2: 5: 2: 2: 11 
21 Years & over : 18.2 : 45.5 : 18.2 : 18.2 : 3,5 

Non-Shoot 

Column 
iotal 

3.7 : 3r9 : 2.4: 4.5 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

54 
17.4 

£m. 

I29 
41.5 

84 
27.0 

.44 
14.1 

311 
100.0 

Count : 
Row ~ :Oakland. 8i~~ng- Xiami.FL ~ewarK. Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL IIJ iota 1 

Years as a : 1.: 2.: 3. : .1.: 
Police Officer-----:--------:--------:--------:-----.. --: 

1. 4: 2: 0: 0: 6 
1-2 YearS 65.7 ~ 33.3 : 0.0: 0.0: 7.2 

2. 
3-5 Years 

3. 
5-tO Years 

. 4. 
11 .. 15 Years 

5. 
15 .. 20 Years 

5. 
21 Years A ever 

Coh:::1n 
":'oui 

17.4 : 8.7 : 0.0: 0.0: 

-:.-------:-~------:-~------:--------: 4: 7: 2: 
20.S : 53.8 : 15.~ : 
17.4 : 30.4 : 9.5: 

0: 13 
0.0: 15.7 
0.0 : 

_! ______ ~_!_w ______ !-~------:._----~-: 

5: 7: 18: 10: '1 
14.6 : 17.1 : ~3.9 : 24.4 : 49.! 
25.1 : 30.~ : 85.7 : 52.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:-~------: : 5: 4: 
: ~6.Z : 30.8 : 
: 25.1 : 17.4 : 

1: 2: 
7. i : 15.'; : 
4.8 ! 12.5 : 

-:--------:------~-:----~---:--------: 3 : 1 : a : 2 : 
50.0 : 16.7 : 0.0 : 33.3 : 
13.0 : . , ..... : 0.0 : 12.5 : 

-:--~---.-:--------:--------:--------: a : Z : a : 2 : 
: 0.0 : 50.0 : 0.0 : 50.0 : 
: .0.0 : a.7 : 0.0 : 12.5 : 

-:------.-:--------:------~-:--------: 
23 23 . 21 15 

27. ; Zi.7 35.3 1:.2 

13 
!5.7 

5 
7,2 

4 . ~ ... ~ 
23 

:CO.J 
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TA8L[ 13. OFFICER'S WORK EVALUATIONS [RELATIVE TO OTHERS IN 
THE DEPARTMENT] AT THE TIME OF THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

~·.Iork 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % ; CA ham, AL . NJ Total 

4. : 1. : 2. : 3. : . 
o .. 

Eva;-u at; on ________ L: --------: ... ------: --------! --------: 
1.: 34: 71: 62: 11: 178 

High : 19.1 : 39.9 : 34.8 : 6.2 : 62.7 
: 61.8 : 55.5 : 72.9 : 68.8 : 

Average 

Low 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2~: 17: 55: 23: 5: 100 

: 17.0 : 55.0 : 23.0 : 5.0 : 35.2 
: 30.9 : 43.0 : 27.1 : 31.3 : 

. -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 4: 2: 

: 66.7 : 33.3 : 
7.3 : 1.6 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: Column 
Total 

55 
19.4 

City 
Count : 

128 
45.1 

85 
29.9 

16 
5.6 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL, NJ 

6 
2.1 

284 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

Work 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
EValuation --~-----:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 13: 13: 17: 9: 
HIGH : 25.0 : 25.0 : 32.7 : 17.3 : 

: 56.5 : 56.5 : 81.0 : 75.0 : 
-:--------:--------:"-------:--------: 

52 
65 • .8 

2. 10: 10: 4: 3: 27 

Column 
Total 

: 37.0 : 37.0 : 14.8 : 11.1 : 34.2 
: 43.5 : 43.5 : 19.0 : 25.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

29.1 
23 

29.1 
21 

26.6 
12 

15.2 
79 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 128 

0, 

,: 

,\ 

'. 

I 
I 
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TABLE 14. OFFICER1S WORK EVALUATIONS SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Work 

City 
Count :-

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total . . 1. : 2. : ,3. : 4. : 

~uat;o~ --------:-----~--:~-------:--------:--------: 
1.: 37: 57: 65: 14: 173 

HIGH : 21.4 : 32.9 : 37.6 : 8~1 : 59.5 
: 67.3 : 44.2 : 76.5 : 63~6 : 

AVERAGE 
-:-------~:--------:--------:--------: 2.: 17: 64: 14: 5: 100 

: 17.0 : 64.0 : 14.0 : 5.0 :-'34.4 
: 30.9 : 49.6 : 16.5 : 22.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:----~---: 
3. 1: 8: 6: 3:' 18 

LOW 5.6 : 44.4 : 33.3 : 16.7 : 6.2 

Non-Shoot 

Work 
Ev.aTuat~on 

High 

Average 

Low 

1. 8 : ';6. 2: 7. 1 : 13 • 6 : 

-:--------:--~-----:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

55 
18.9 

City 
Count : 

129 
44.3· 

85 
29.2 

22 
7.6 

291 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, B'irming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2.: . 3. : 4. : 
--------:----~-~-:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

16 : 
: 30.8 : 
: 69.6 : 

12: 13: 11: 52 
23.1 : 25.0 : 21.2 : 63.4 
52.2 : 61.9 : 73.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
· 7 · 10 · 8 : 4 · 29 · · · · · 24.1 · 34.5 · 27.6 · 13.8 · 35.4 · · · · · · 30.4 · 43.5 · 38.1 · 26.7 · · · · · · , . -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0 ., 1 · a · a 1 · · · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 1.,2 · · · · 0.0 · 4.3 · 0.0 · ,a. a · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:-------~: 

23 23 21 15 82 
28.0 28.0 25.6 18.3 100.0 

NUr.1ber' of missing observations = 118 
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TABLE 15. OFFICER'S PRODUCTIVITY (ARRESTS AND CITATIONS) 
AT THE TIME OF THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, 
Col % : CA 

Birming~ Miami,FL Newark, 
ham, AL NJ . . . . 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 

Row 
Total 

Productivity-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 16: 19: 4:3: 8: 88 ~ -I 

High : 18.2 : 21.6 : 51.1 : 9.1 : 39.3 
: 30.2 : 26.0 : 52.9 : 61.5 : 

Average 

Low 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2..: 25: 26: 32: 4: 87 

3. 

Column 
Total 

: 28.7 : 29.9 : 36.8 : 4.6 : 38.8 
: 47.2 : 35.6 : 37.5 : 30.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 12: 28: 
: 24.5: 57.1 : 
: 22.6 : 38.4 : 

8 : 
16.3 : 
9.4 : 

1: 49 
2.0 : 21.9 
7.7 : 

-:--------:-------~:--------:--------53 
23.7 

73 
32.6 

85 
37.9 

13 
5.8 

224 
100.0 

Citx 
Count ~ 

Row % :Oakland, B;rming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Productiv;ty-------:--------:~~------:--------:--------: 

1.: 13: 2: 16: 10: 41 
High : 31.7 : 4.9: 39.0 : 24.4 : 52.5 

: 56.5: 8.7: 76.2 : ~O.9 : 

Average 

Low 

2. 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:~-------:--------:--------: 
: 9: 12: 5: 
: 33.3 : 44.4 : 18.5 : 
: 39.1 : 52.2: 23.8 : 

1: 27 
3.7 : 34.6 
9.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 9: 

10.0 ~ 90.0 : 
4.3 : 39.1 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 10 
0.0 : 12.8 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------
23 

29.5 
23 

29.5 
21 11 

26.9 . 14.1 
78 f 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 189 

. 
" 

.. ' 

, ... ' 

I 
:1 

I 
J 

I 

! 
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TABLE 16. OFFICER1S PRODUCTIVITY (ARRESTS AND CITATIONS) 
SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Citx 
Count ~ 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

.. : 1.: 2.1: 3.: 4.: 
fs°ductivity-------:--------:--m-----:--------:--------: 

1.: 17: 14: 46: 14: 91 
High : 18.7 : 15.4 : 50.5 : 15.4 : 38~6 

: 30.9 : 19.2 : 54.1 : 60.9 : 

Average 

Low 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. · 27 · 19 · 30 · 7 · -· · · · · · 32.5 · 22.9 · 36.1 · 8.4 · · · · · · · 0 0 · 0 

0 49.1 0 26.0 · 35.3 · 30.4 0, 

-: ---.---~-: --_._----: --------: --------: 
'3. · 11 · 40 · 9 · 2 · · · · · • · 17.7 · 64.5 • 14.5 · 3.2 · · · 0 0 0 

0 20.0 0 54.8 • 10.6 · 8.7 · · · · 0 · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: Column 55 
Total 23.3 

City 
Count : 

73 85 23 
30.9 36.0 9.7 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

o 

83 
35.2 

62 
26.3 

236 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

· Productivity-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

High 

Average 

Low 

1.: 13: 2: 12: 12: 39 
47.6 : 33.3: 5.1 : 30.8 : 30.8 : 

: 56.5 : 8.7 : 57.1 : 80.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------! 

2.: 8: 9: 9: 3: 29 

3. 

Column 
Total 

: 27.6 : 31.0 : 31.0 : 10.3 : 35.4 
: 34:8 : 39.1 : 42.9 : 20.0 : 

.. : .. '-------: --------: --------: --------: 
2: 12: 

14.3 : 85.7 : 
8. 7 : 52. 2 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 14 
.0. a : 17.1 
O. a : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 23 

28.0 '28.0 
21 

25.6 
15 

18.3 
82 

100.0 

NUMber of missing observations ~ 173 
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In each of these three pairings of tables, the first reflects meritorious 

conduct prior to the incident and the second meritorious conduct after the 

incident. Due to differences in durat ions of t ;me, before and a fter com

parisons, like thosp above for work evaluation and productivity, are not 

meaningful .. 

[INSERT TABLES 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, AND 22 HERE] 

Unsatisfactory conduct, as measured by citizen complaints, is shown in 

Tabl es 23 and 24; and unsati sfactory conduct as measured by departmental 

disciplinary findings, is shown in Tabl.es 25 and 26. As before, the first 

table in each pair reflects conduct before the incident and the second table 

.conduct after the incident. Comparing the full set of conduct evaluators, 

Tables 17 through 26, non-shooters have (with minor exceptions) better records 

than shooters. It waul d seem s i gni fi cant that seven shooters (but no non

shooters) had seven or more formal disciplinary findings against them (indeed 

two officers had 11 or more) prior to the incident, and two shooters had 

seven or more after the incident. 

[INSERT TABLES 23, 24, 25, AND 26 HERE] 

Table 27 shows previous shooting incidents of the officers within a 

five-year period. Seven percent of the shooters and 5.1 percent of the 

non-shooters were in three or more prior shootings, and 63.4 percent of the 

shooters (43.8 percent of the non-shooters) were in one or two prior shoot

i ngs. Add; ng the fi gures produces a 70.4 percent prev; ous shoot; n9 rate for 

shooters (48.9 percent for non-shooters). In Miami, every shooter had shot 

before, in Newark, only two of 113 shooters had not shot before. 

[INSERT TABLE 27 HERE] 

I 
i 
I 
I 

I 
I 

t 
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TABLE 17. OFFICER'S MERITORIOUS CONDUCT AT TIME OF INCIDENT: 

Shoot 

Number 
of Letters 

o 
... 

NUMBER OF LETTERS OF COMMENDATION FROM CITIZENS 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total .. . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: ).. 8: 39: 
: 6.1 : 29.8 : 
: 14.8 : 30.2 : 

8: 76: 131 
6.1 : 58.0 : 36.8 
9.5 : 85.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 2.: 3b: 72:. 46: 13: 167 
1-5 : 21~6 : 43.1 : 27.5 : 7.8: 4S.9 

: 66.7: 55 •. 8: 54.8: 14.6 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

3.: 9: 18: 18: 'Q:" . 45 
6-10 : 20.0 : 40.0 : 40.0 : 0.0 : 12.6 

: IS.7 : 14.0 : 21.4 : 0.0 : 
.-:--------:--------:---"--~-:--------: 4. 1 · 0 · 12 · 0 · 13 · • · · 11 and over 7.7 · 0.0 · 92.3 · 0.0 · 3.1 · · · · 

Non-Shoot -

Number 
Of Letters 

o 

1.9 • 0.0 · 14.3 · 0.0 · · · • · _: ________ : ________ :_w ______ : ________ : 
Column 54 129 84 89 356 
lata 1 15 • .2 36.2 23.6 25 .• 0 roo.o 

Cit.>! 
Count : 

Row % :Oaklarrd, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: ________ : ________ : ________ : ______ u_: ________ : 

• . 7' 7' 1: 8: 23 
; 30.4' ; 30.4 ; 4.3 : 34.8 : 23.2 
: 30.4 : '30.4 : 4.8 : 25.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 11: 12: 14: 24: 61 

1-5 : 18.0 : 19.7 : 23.0 : 39.3 : 61.6 
: 47.8 : 52.2 : 66.7 : 75.0 : 

6-10 

-:--------:--------:--------:~-------: 
3.: '4: 3: 3: 

: 40.0 :. 30.0: 30.0 : 
: 17.4: 13.0: 14.3 : 

0: 10 
0.0 : 10.1 
0.0 : 

-: --------: --------: ----~---: ---.-----: 
4.: 1: 1: 3: 

11 and over : 20.0 : 20.0 : 60.0 : 
o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

5 
5.1 

4.3 : 4.3 : 14.3 : 
-:--------:--------:~-------:--------: Column 

Tota 1 
23 

23.2 
23. 

23.2 

Number of missing observations = 36 

21 
21.2 

32 
32.3 

99 
100.0 
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TASLE 18. OFFICER'S MERITORIOUS CONDUCT SINCE INCIDENT: 
NUMBER OF LETTERS OF COMMENDATION FROM CITIZENS 

Shoot 

Count : 
f.JJl 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

NUr:iber : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
of Letters --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

o 

1-5 

6-10 

'11 and 

Non-Shoot 

over 

1. 9: 47: 16 : 104 : 176 
9.1 : 59.1 : 46.6 

18.8 : 93.7 : 
: 5.1 : 26.7 : 

.: 17.0 : 36.4 : 
-:--------:--------:----~---:--------: 2.: 35: 80: 60: 7 : 162 

3.8 : 48.1 
6.3 : 

: 19.2 : 44.0 : 33.0 : 
: 66.0 : 62.0 : 70.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 8: 1: 6: o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

4. 

: 53.3 : 
: 15.1 : 

6.7 : 40.0 : 
0.8 : 7.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
• 1 · 1 · 3 · 0 · • · · · • · 20.0 • 20.0 • 60.0 • 0.0 · · · · · · 1.9 · 0.8 · 3.5 · 0.0 · • · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

15 
4.0 

5 
1.3 

Column 53 129 85 111 378 
Total 14.0 

City 
Count : 

34.1 22.5 29.4 100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
.of Letters --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

o 

1-5 

6-10 

1. 

2. 

: 13: 15: 3: 17: 48 
: 27.1 : 31.3 : 6.3 : 35.4 : 48.5 
: 56.5: 65.2: 15.0: 51.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: . 
8: 7: 16: 16: 47 

: 17.0 : 14.9 : 34.0 : 34.0 : 47.5 
: 34.8 : 30.4 : 80.0 : 48.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 1: 0: 0: 0: 1 

1.0 : 100.0 : 
4.3 : 

0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 1: 1: 1: 

11 and over : 33.3 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 
o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

3 
3.0 

4.3 : 4.3 : 5.0 : 
-:--------:---~----:--------:--------: 

Column 
Total 

23 
23.2 

23 
23.2 

Num~er of missing observations = 14 

20 
20.2 

33 
33.3 

99 
100.0 
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TABLE 19. OFF:CER'S ~£~I~CRtOUS CONOUC7 AT TI~~ OF INCIOENT: 
NUM2:~ CF C:~!-!E~IOA 71 ONS F~C"l :)EPARTHE~li 

Cfty 
Count : 

Row ~ :Oakland, 9ir:ning- Hiarni,FL t:ewark, Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL !lJ Total 

Number of : 1. : 2. : 3. : -l. : 
Commendations-•• ···:-.-.-.··:··.--.-.:- •• -.-.-;·· •• -.--: 

1.: 34: 31: 5: 16: a5 
a : 39.S : 36.0: 5.8: 18.6 : 23.3 

: 61.8: 24.0: 6.0: 15.8 : 
.:--~-----:--------:----.---: .. -----~: 

2.: 19: 49: 1: 58: 127 
1-3 : 15.0 : 38.5 : O.S : 45.7 : 34.4 

3. 
4·5 

4. 
7 .. 10 

5. 
11 and over 

Column 
Total 

: 34.5 : 38.0: 1.2: 57.4 : .:. _____ ._:_._e~. __ :. ______ .: __ ._. ___ : 
2: 30: 10: 25: 

3.0 : 44.8 : 14.9 : 37.3 : 
3,5 : 23.3 : 11.9 : 24.8 : 

-:-._-----:-----._-:----_._-:--------: 
: 0: 17: 12: 2: 

• , 
0.0 : 54. S = 38.7 : 6.5 : 
0.0 : 13.2 : 14.3 : 1.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 2: 56: 0: 

0.0: 3.4: 96.6 : 0.0 : 
0.0: 1.6 : 66.7 : 0.0 : 

55 
14.9 

Citv 

129 
35.0 

84 
22.8 

101 
27.4 

Count : 

57 
18.2 

31 
8.4 

sa 
15.7 

369 
100.0 

Row ~ :Oakland, aiming .. :-!hni,FL Newark. Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL NJ iotal 

NUr:'lb~r of : 1. : 2. : J. : 4. : 
Co~~enaations.----.:--------:.---.---:.----.--:.---__ ._: 

1.: 13: J: 0: 0: 16 
a : S1.3 : lS.a : 0.0 : 0.0 : 16.2 

: 56.5 : 13. a : 0.0 : O. a : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 9: 9: 0: 22: 
1-3 : 22.5 : 22.S : 0.0 : 55.0 : 

: 39. 1 : 39.1 : O. a : 68,8 : 
.:.-.--.--:.-.----.:--------:---~~q--: 

3. 1: S: 1: 9: 
4-6 5.3 : 42.1 : 5.3 : .!7.~ : 

~.3 : 34.S : 4.8 : 28~1 : 
-:--------:--------: .. _-----:--------: 

4. il: 2: 1: 1: 
7·10 , 0.0 : 50.0 : 25.0 : 25.0 : 

0.0': 8.7 : .!.8: 3.1 : 
-: .. ------:---.. ---:--------:--------: 

S. 0: 1: 1 ~: 0: 
11 and over 0.0: 5.0: 95.0 : 0.0 : 

0.0: J.3 : 90,5 : 0.0 : 

Colu':::1 
70:.11 

-:._------:--------:--------: .. _-----: z:: ZJ 
23.2 

21 32 
32.3 

40 
':'0.4 

l~ 
19.2 

• .. 
4.0 

20 
20.2 

99 
100.0 
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TABLE 20. CF;:'!CER'S MERliORIOUS CO:H::t:C7 Si'i:E ::iC::)ENT: 
NUMBER OF CO~~ENDATIONS F~O~ ~E?~~TME~T 

Count . 
~ 

Row ~ :Oakland. 8irming- ~ia~itFL Newark, qow 
Col: : CA ha:n, Al NJ Total 

~urnber of : 1. : 2. : :a. : 4. : 
C~~~endations------:-----·--:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 32: 31: 7: 82: 152 
o : 21.1 : 20.4 : 4.6 : 53.9 : (.0.2 

: 60.4 : 24.0 : 8.2 : 73.9 : 

1-3 

4-6 

7-10 

2. 

3. 

4. 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
19 : 

13.9 : 
35.8 : 

72: 17: 29: 137 
52.6 : 12.4 : 21.2 : 36.2 
55.8 : 20.0 : 26.\ : 

-:----~---:--------:--(~. ~.--:--------: 2: 19: ~~: 
4.8 : 45.2 : 50.0 : 
3.8 : 14.7 : 24.7 : 

O. 42 
0.0 : 11.1 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 7: 17: 0: 24 

0.0 : 29.2 : 70.8: 0.0 : 6.3 
0.0: 5.4 : 20.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5. 0: 0: 23:' 0: 23 

11 and over 0.0 : 0.0 : 100.0 :0.0 : 6.1 
0.0 : 0.0 : 27.1 : 0.0 : 

Non-Shoot 

Column 
Total 

Count 

-:-------~~--------:.---~---:--------: 
5~ 

14.0 
129 

34.1 
85 

22.5 
111 

29.4 
. 378 
100.0 

Row: :Oakland, ai~ing- ~iami,FL ~ewark. qow 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of : 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Co~enoations------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 17: 12: 0: 12: 41 
a 41.5 : 29.3 : 0.0 : 29.3 : 41.0 

73.9 : 52.2 : 0.0: 36.4 : 

1-3 

i-10 

.: _______ m: ________ : ________ : __ " _____ . 
2. 6: 7: 3: 20: 36 

: 16.7 : 19.~ : 3.3 : 55.6 : 30.0 
: 26.1 : 30.4 : 1~.3 : 00.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: . 
3. c: 2: 4: 1: 7 

0.0 : 28.6 : 57.1 : 14.3 : 7.0 
0.0: 8.7 : 19.0: 3.0 : 

.:--------:--------:------~-:--------: 4. 0: 2: 5: 0: 7 
0,0 : 28.0 : 71.4 : 0.0: 7.0 
0.0 : a.7 : 23.S : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5. O! 9: 0: 

11 and over 
a : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0.0 : :00.0 : 0.0 : 
9 

9.0 

Colur:1n 
rota! 

0.0 : ':2.9 : O. a : 
-:--------:~ ~-----:.-------:--------: 

23 
23.0 

23 
23.0 

21 
21.0 33.0 

Nu~~er of missing observatio~s 2 !~ 

100 
100.0 
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TABLE 21. OFFICER'S MERITORIOUS CONDUCT AT TIME OF INCIDENT: 
NUMBER OF AWARDS FOR BRAVERY 

Shoot 

Count : 
Cit.>: 

Row % :Qakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Awards - --------:-~------:--------!--------!--~---~-: 

o 

1-2 

3-4 

1. 47: 115: 46: 51: 259 
: 18.1 : 44.4 : 17.8 : 19.7 : 77.3 
~ 85.5 : 89.1 : 90.2 : 51.0 : 

.... : - .... ----- .. : - .... - ...... --: .... \.--- .. .,.-: ..... -------: 
2~ 8: 13: 4: 46: 71 

3. 

'4. 

~ 11.3 : 18.3 : 
: 14.5: 10.1 : 

5.6 : 64.8 : 21.2 
7.8 : 46.0 : 

,~:--------:-----~--:------~-:--------: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 1: 3: 
0.0 : 25.0 : 75.0 : 
0.0 : 2.0 : 3.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

4 
1.2 

0: 1: 0: !l: .1 
5 ·and over 0.0 : 100;0 : 0.0 : 

~O. 0 .: 0.8 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 0.3 
0.0 : 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

55 
rS.4 

. City 
Count : 

129 
38;:'; 

51 
15.2 

~100 
c9.9 

.' 

335 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA 'ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of t. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Awards --------:--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 

o 

1-2 

1.: 20: 21: 18: -6: 65 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

: 30.8 : 32.3 : 27.7 : 9.2 : 66.3 
: 87.0 : 91.3 : 90.0 : 18.8 : 

-:--------:--------:----~---:--------: 
3 : 

: 11.1 : 
: 13:0 : 

2 : 
7.4 : 
8.7 : 

2: 20: 27 
7.4 : 74.1 : 27.6 

10.0 : 62.5 : 
-:-~------:--------:--------:--------: o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 6: 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 18.8 : 

-:--------:------~-:--------:--------
23 

23.5 
23 

113.5 
20 

20.4 
32 

32.7 

6 
6.1 

98 
100.0 

Nu~~er of missing observations = 58 



73 

TABLE 22. OFFICER'S MERITORIOUS CONDUCT SINCE INCIDENT: 

Shoot 

Number of 
Awards 

o 

1-2 

NUMBER OF AWARDS FOR BRAVERY 

COvi.-lt : 
illl 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
------~-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 44 114: 
: 15.6 : 40.4 : 
: 81.5 : 89.1 

41: 83: 282 
14.5 : 29.4 : 83.7 
93.2 : 74.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 10: 

. : la.S : 
18.5 : 

13 : 
24.1 : 
10.2 : 

3: 28: 54 
5.6 : 51.9 : 16.0 
6.8 : 25.2 : 

-: --------:--------:-------- : ----,----: 
4. 0 · 1 · 0 · 0 · 1 · · · · 5 and over 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.3 · · · · 

Non-Shoot 

0.0 · 0.8 · 0.0 · 01.0 · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------
Column 54 
Total 16.0 

City 
Count : 

128 44 111 
38.0 13.1 32.9 

· · 
337 

100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

~umber of 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Awards --------:--------:--------:--------:*-------

a 

1-2 

3-4 

Number of 

1.: 20 23: 21: 9: 73 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

missing 

: 27.4 : 31.5 : 28.8 : 12.3 : 73.7 
: 90.9 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 27.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · a · 0 22 · 24 · · · 8.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 91.7 · 24.2 · · · · 9.1 0.0 : 0.0 · 66.7 · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
a · a · a · 2 · 2 · · · · O.r) · 0.0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · 2.0 · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 6. 1 · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

22 23 21 33 99 
22.2 23.2 21.2 33.3 100.0 

observatiuns = 55 

• I 
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TABLE 23. OFr[CE?'S UNSATISFACTORY CONDUCT AT TIHE OF INCIDENT: 
NUMSER OF CITIZEN'S COM?I.AINTS 

Count 
Row: :Oakland, 3irming- Miami,FI. Newark, Row 
Col: : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Comola1nts -~-~----:.----~--:--------:--------:~-------: 

a 

1-3 

4-6 

1. 

2. 

3. 

411: 47: 49: 
: 25.4 : 25.8 : 26.9 : 
: 98.0 : 37.6 : 63.6 : 

38 : 182 
20.9 : 51.3 
36.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 40: 8: 46: 95 

1.1 : 42.1 : 8.4 : 48.4 : 26.a 
2.0 : 32.0 : 10:4 : 44.2 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 16: 9: 'lB: 43 

0.0 : 31.2 : 20.9 : 41.9 : 12.1 
O. a : 12.8 : 11 • .7 :. 17.3 : 

4. 0: l5: 6: 1: 22 
7-10 0.0 : 68.2 : 27.3 : 4.5 : 6.2 

0.0 : 1~.0 : 7.8 : '1.0 : 

11 and 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:-----~--: 5. a : 7 : 5 · 1 : · over . 0.0 : 53.S : 38.5 · 7.7 : .. · 0.0 : 5.6 : 6.5 : 1. a . . 
_:. ___ *~~M:~-------:-~-----_:--------: 

Column 49 
Total 13.8 

City 
Count 

125 77 104 
35.2 21.7 29.3 

13 
3.7 

355 
100.0 

Row: :Oakland, Birming- Hiami,FL Newark, Row 
Col: : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Comolaints --------:--------:--------:--------;--------: 

1.: 14: 16: 2: 13: 45 
a 

2. 
1-3 

3. 
4-6 

4. 
7-10 

5. 
11 arid over 

Colur.n 
Total 

: 3l.1 : 35.6 : 
n.8 : 69,6 : 

4,4 : 28.9 : .!8.9 
9.5 : 43.3 : 

.:~-------:.----~---:--------:~---~~.-: 
2: 5: 5: 15: 27 

: 7.4 : 18.5 : 18.5 : 
: .1l~1 : 21. 7 : 23 •. 8 : 

55.6 : 29.3 
50.0 : 

-:~-------:--------:--------:--------: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1: 7: 
10.0 : 70.0 : 
4.3 : 33, j : 

2 : 
20.0 : 
5.7 : 

1: 1: 3: 0: 
20.0 : 20.0 : 60.0 : 0.0: 
5. 6 : 4. :3 : 14. 3 : O. 0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1 : 

20.0 : 
5.6 : 

0: 4: 
0.0 : SQ.C : 
0.0 : 19.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
C.O : 

-:-------.:.-------:--.-~---:.-------: 
13 23 

25.0 
21 

22.S 

10 
10.9 

5 -. :,.-

s.~ 

92 
:00,0 

~un~er of ~i~sing c:se~va~tons ~ :: 
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TABLE 24. OFF ICER IS UNs;,rrSFACTORY :J~mUCT S!:~CE INCID::~i: 
NUMBER OF CiTiZEN'S CCMPL.~mrs 

£.il:!. 
Count • 

Row % :Oa~land, Binning- ~iami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2.: 3. : 4. : 
~omolaints --------:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 
o 

2. 
1-3 

3. 
4-6 

4. 
7-10 

5. 

50: 81: 47: 
20.3 : 32.9 :' 19.1 : 
98.0 : 64.8 : 61.0 : 

68 : 246 
27.6 : 68.3 
63.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 33: 16: 38: 88 

1.1 : 37.5 : 18.2 : 43.2 : 24.4 
2.0 : 25.4 : 20.8 : 35.5 : 

-:-----.--:--------:--------: ... _----: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

9: 7: 
52.9 : 41.2 : 
7.2 : 9.1 : 

1 : 
S.9 : 

'0.9 : 

17 
4.7 

.:--------:-~------:--------:--------: 0: 2: 3: 
0.0 : 40. a : 60. a ~ 
o. 0: 1.6 : 3.9 : 

0: 5 
0.0: 1.4 
0.0 : 

.. : ________ : ________ : ________ : _1 ___ ----: 

0: ;1: a : 
11 and oyer 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 
,0.0 : 

4 
1.1 

Non-Shoot 

O. a : 5. Z ; 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 
Total 

Count : 

51 
14.2 

City --

125 
34.7 ,1.4 

107 
29.7 

360 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Binning- ~1ar.d ,FL Newark, ~ow 
Col % : CA ham, AL IIJ iotal 

Number of 1. : 2. : J. : 4. : 
Comolalnts --------:--------:----.---:--------:--------: 1.: 14: 19: 6: 29: 68 

a : 20.5 : 27.9 : 8.8 : 42.6 : 73.! 

2. 
1-3 

3. 
4-6 

4. 
7-10 

5. 
11 and over 

Colu~n 
Total 

73.7 : 82.6 : 30.0 : 93.5 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2 : 3 · 9 : 2 : 16 · 12.5 . 18.8 : c:. 'I : 12.5 : 17.2 . .0_. 
10.5 : 13.0 : 45.0 : 6.5 : 

.:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1 1 · 2 0 

. 4 : : · : : 
: 25.0 : 25.0 : 50.0 : 0.0 · 4.3 · 5.3 : ~.3 : 10. a : O. a · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 1 : a : 2 : 0 : 3 · · 33.3 : 0.0 : 60.7 : 0.0 : 3.2 · 5.3 : 0.0 : 10.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 0: 1: 0: 2 

50.0 : 0.0 : 50.0: 0.0: 2.2 
5.3 : 0.0 : 5.0 : O. a : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
19 

20.4 
i!3 

2.!.7 
20 

21.5 
31 93 

!OO.O 

Nu~ber of missing observaticns • 

! 
i 
I 
II I 
Ii 
I . 

. 'I 

I 

I 
I. 

I; 
~ , 
H 
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TABLE 25. OFFICER'S UNSATISFACTORY COHDUCT AT TIME OF I~CIDENT: 
NU, .... ,eER Or FOR:1AL DEPARTI",E~TAL 0 ISC IPL! I:AP, Y FWD lNGS 

fJ.!l 
Count . 
Row: :Oanland, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col: : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Findinos --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

o 

1-3 

4-6 

7-10 

1. 37:. 80: 42: 51: 210 
: 17.5 : 38.1 : 20.0 : 24.3 : 55.~ 
: 68.5 : 63.0 : 51. 9 : 44.7 : 

-:--------;--------:--------:--------: 
2. 14: 41: 30: 49: 134 

3. 

: 10.4 : 30.6 : 22.4 : 36.6 : 35.6 
: '25.9 : 32.3 : 37.0 : 43.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 6: 7: 11: 25 

4.0 : 24.0 : 28.0 : 44.0 : 6.6 
1.9 : 4.7 : 8.6 : . '9.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 2: 0: 2: 1: 5 

1.3 

~ 5. 

: 40.0 : 
3.7 : 

0.0 : 40.0 : 20.0 : 
0.0 : 2. 5 : '0.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 0: 0: 2: 

11 and over 0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0: 1.8 : 

2 
0.5 

Non-Shoot 

.~-------:~-------:--------:--------: Column 
Total 

54 
1-4.4 

City 
Count :-----

127 
33.S 

81 
21.5 

114 
30.3 

376 
100.0 

Row: :Oakland, Birming- ~iami,FL NewarK, ~ow 
Col: : 'CA ham, AL NJ Total. " 

Number of 1. : 2.: 3. : 4. : 
'Frndinos --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

o 
1. 16: 18: 15: 17': 66 

: 24.2 : 27.3 : 22.7 : 25.8 : 67.3 
: 69.6 : 78.3 : 71.4 : 54.8 : -:---_____ : ________ : ________ : ______ .J_: 

2.: 7: 4: 6: 13: 30 
1-3 : 23.3 : 13.3 : 20.0 : 43.3 : 30.6 

4-6 

.. 

3. 

Calunn 
Total 

30,4 : 17.4 : 28.6 : 41.9 : 
-:._------: .. _-----:--------:--------: 

0: 1: 
0.0 : '50.0 : 
0.0 : .;. j : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0: 3.2 : 

-:.--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

23.5 
23 

22.5 
21 

21.4 
31 

31.5 

Numoer of missing observations • 17 

2 
2.0 

99 
100.0 
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TABLE 26. OFFICER'S UNSATISFACTORY CONDUCT SI~:CE INCIDENT: 

Shoot 

Number of 
Findings 

o 

NUMBER OF FORMAL DEPARTMENTAL DISCIPLINARY FINDINGS 

City· 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL ~ewark, Row 
Gal % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

t: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 35: 97: 57: 83: 272 
: 12.9 : .35.7 : 21.0 : 30.5 : 73.7 
: 64.8 : 77.6 : 72.2 : 74.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.. 16: 26: 17: 26: 85 

1-3 : 18.8 : 30.6 : 20.0 : 30.6 : 23.0 
: 29.6 : 20.8 : 21.5 : 23.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 1: 2:' 5 :" 2: 10 

. 4-6 : 10.0 : 20.0 : 50.0 : 20.0 : 2.7 

7-10 

Non-Shoot 

Number of 
Findinos . 

o 

1.9: 1.6: 6.3 : 1.8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

4. · 2 · 0 · 0 · 0 · · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 3. 7 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 54 125 79 111 
Total 14.6 33.9 21.4 30.1 

City 
Count : 

2 
0.5 

369 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Tot~l 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1. 17: 19: 16: 29: 81 

: 21.0 : 23.5 : 19.8 : 35.8 :·83.5 
: 73.9 : 82.6 : 80.0 : 93.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 6: 4: 4: 2: 16 

1-3 : 31.5 : 25.0 : 25.0 : 12.5 : 16.5 
: 26.1 : 17.4 : 20.0 : 6.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

23 
2.3.7 

23 
23.7 

Number of missing observations = 25 

20 
20.6 

31 
32.0 

97 
100.0 
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7ABLE 27. NUMSER OF P~RPOSEFUL SHOOT!NG IN::OENTS 
UP 70 ~IHE OF INCIDENT 

~ 
C~:y 

Count · -· Row ':. :Cakiand, 61 rmin9- Miami.FL Newark, 
Col • : ... ham, AL tlJ .. 1.0/'1 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Shoor.1 '1.££ --------:---~----:--------:--------:--------: O. 

0 Incidents 

1. 
1 Incident 

2. 
2 Incidents 

3. 
3 !ncidents 

4. 
4 Incidents 

5. 
5 Inci dents 

6. 
6 or more 

Column 
Total 

Non-Shoot 

Count 

46 65 0 2 
40.7 57.5 0.0 1.S 
53.6 51.2 0.0 1.8 

-: --------:--------:--------:------.-: 
6 40 58 46 

4.0 26.7 38.7 30.7 
10.9 31.5 68.2 40.7 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3 19 22 47 

3.3 20.9 24.2 51.6 · · 5.5 15.0 25.9 41.6 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------! 

0 3 4 : 13 · · 0.0 15.0 20.0 · 65.0 : · 0.0 2.4 4.7 11.5 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: a a 1 · 3 · 0.0 O~O 25.0 · 75.0 · 0.0 0.0 1.2 2.7 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: a 0 0 : 1 · · 0.0 0.0 0.0 · 100.0 : , 

'0.0 0.0 0.0 · 0.9 : · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: a 0 a , 1 · 0.0 0.0 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 0.0 0.0 : 0.9 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

· · 

55 
14.5 

illl 

127 25 113 
33.4. 22.4 2!?7 

Row 
Total 

113 
29.7 

150 
39.5 

91 
23.9 

20 
5.3 

4 
.1.1 

1 
0.3 

1 
0.3 

3S0 
100.0 

Row -:. :OalCland, 6iming- Xiami,FL NewarK, Row 
Col ~ : C;. ham, AL NJ Total 

~ur.ber of 1. :, 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Snoot,nas ------.-: ••• -----:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: 18 11: 8 
a !ncidents : .36.7 

12 
24.S 
52.2 

22.4 : 16.3 
S2.~ : 27,0 

1. 
t Incident 

2. 
2 Inc i dents 

~I. 
3 Inc i dents 

. 
". . :ncldents .. 

5. 
5 tflC ic:e'1ts 

Co:u~n 
70':al 

78. :; 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

4 9 5 6 
16.7 37.5 20.8 25.0 
17. ~ 39.1 22.8 20.7 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0 

0.0 
0.0 

33.3 . . -.J 

2 ., , .... 
0.7 

a 
0.0 
0.0 

3 
16.7 
14.3 

1 
::::.3 
4.a 

13 
i2.2 
.!.4.a 

1 
33.3 

-:--------:-------- --------:-.---_.-: a 
C.O 
0.0 

a 
0,0 
0.0 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

· : ~OO.O , . -." -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
a 

.0.0 
0.0 

o ! 
0.0 : ::0.0 
O.~ .!.s 

:I 
C.O • 
0.00 : 

-:--------:-------~:----.--- ____ a_we: ,3 
2':',0 

~~~~er of r.isstng c:servatlans a . -.. 

~9 
51.0 

24 
25.0 

18 
1S.8 

3 
3.1 

1 
1.0 

1 
:.J 

s.s 
:00.0 
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Fatalities resulting from the prior shootings are shown in Table 28. 

Fifteen and four-tenths percent of the shooters and 11.4 percent of the non

shooters were involved in one or more earlier fatalities. 

[INSERT TABLE 28 HERE] 

Table 29 presents involvement in shootings after the incident in ques

tion, and Table 30 presents the numbers of these shootings for those who did 

shoot subsequently. There is slight shrinkage from Table 29 to 30 (50 to 54 

for shooters and 18 to 15 for non-shooters) because of unavailability of 

numbers of 'shootings for some officers who shot after the incident. It is 

of some interest that a higher proportion of non-shooters shot subsequen~ly 

. than ~id shooters (18.4 percent VS. 15~ 4 percent). Whil e the time avail abl e 

for later shooting depended upon the date of the incident of concern, the 

maximum time is about 3.5 years, the duration of our focus. 

[INSERT TABLES 29 AND 30 HERE] 

Tabl e 31 shows 1 evel s of marksmanshi p. The non-shooters had sor.tewhat 

higher qualifying averages than shooters (high 30.,5 percent vs. 24.7 percent 

and low 5.3 percent VS. 17.7 percent). 

[INSERT TABLE 31 HERE] 

Table 32 has information on qualification in the use of a wepaon, and 

Tabl e 33 has i nformat; on on loss of authority to carry weapon. Very few 

failed to qualify (5.9 percent of shooters and 4.2 percent of non-shooters), 

and only 1.9 percent of shooters (no non-shooters) lost authority to carry a 

weapon in the five years preceding the incident. 

[INSERT TABLES 32 AND 33 HERE] 

Table 34 contains numbers of officers who left the department after the 

incident. Table 35 specifies circunstances for the departures. The loss was 

17.5 prcent for shooters and 3.0 percent for non-shooters. Most departures 

" I 

I 
1 

r 
~ 
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TABLE 28. NUMBER OF SUBJECT FATALITIES FROM PURPOSEFUL 
SHOOTINGS UP TO TIME OF THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 
City 

Count : 
Row % :~akland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

O. 53 · 105 · 69 · 94 , · · ,. · 0 Fata' iti es 0 16.5 · 32.7 · 21. 5 , 29.3 · · , · · • · 96.4 · 82.7 , 81. 2 · 83.9 , · · , • • 
-:-------~:---~----:--------:--------: 

1. 2 · 22 · 16 · 13 · · · • · 1 Fatality 3.8 · 41.5 · 30.2 · 24.5 · · • · • 
3.6 · 17.3 · 18.8 0 11.6 .-

0 · · • 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 0 0 0 0 0 · 4 0 

• · · • 
2 F.atalities 0.0 · 0;0 • 0.0 · 100.0 · · • · • 

0 .. 0 · 0.0 • 0,.0 • 3.6 · 0 • · · 
-:-------.:---~----:--------:~----~--: 3. a 0 a • a 0 1 • · • • • 

3 Fatalities 0.0 0 0.0 • 0 .. 0 · 100.0 · · • · : 
0.0 · 0.0 • 0.0 · 0.9 · · • • · 

-:----~---:--------:----.---:--------: Column 55 127 .85 112 
Total 14.5 33.5 22.4 29.6 

Non ... Shoot 
illl 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

321 
84.1 

53 
14.0 

4 
1.1 

1 
0.3 

379 
100.0 

Row 
Tota1 

0.: 23: 19: 20: 23: 85 
o Fatalities : 27.1 : 22.4 : 23.5 : 27.1 : 88.5 

! 100.0 : 82.6 : 95.2 : 79.3 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0: 4: 1: 5: 10 
1 Fatality O~O : 40.0 : 10.0 : 50.0 : 10.4 

2. 
2 Fatalities 

Column 
Total 

:' 0.0 : 17.4 : 4.8: 17.2 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : . 1 : 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 3.4 : 

-:--------:----~---:--------:--------: 
23 

24.0 
23 

24. O. 
21 

21.9 
29 

30.2 

:lumber of missing Dbservations = 16 

1 
1.0 

96 
100.0 
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TABLE 29. OFFICER INVOLVEMENT IN MORE SHOOTINGS SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

More 
SfiOOti ngs 

Yes 

No 

Non- Shoot 

More 
SiiOOt i ngs 

Yes 

No 

City 
Count : 

Row t :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:----~---:-~------:-----~--: 1.: 8: 20: 15: 17: 60 

: 13.3 : 33.3 : 25.0 : 28.3 : 16.4 
: 15.1 : 15.4 : 18.1 : 17.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 45: 110: 68: 83: 306 

Column 
Total 

: 14.7 : 35.9 : 22.2 : 27.1 : 83.6 
: 84.9 : 84.6 : 81.9 : 83.0 : 

-:--------:--------:----~---:.-------: 53 
14.5 

130 
35.5 

83 
22.7 

100 
27.3 

366 
100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark. Row 
Col % :' CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 4: 1: 4: 9: 18 
: 22.2 : 

17.4 : 
5.6 : 22.2 : 50.0 : 18.4 
4.3 : 19.0 : 29.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 1 g: 22: 17: 22: 80 

Column 
Total 

: 23.8 : 27.5 : 21.3 : 27.5 : 81.6 
: 82.6 : 95.7 : 81.0 : 71.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

23.5 
23 

23.5 
21 

21.4 
31 

31.6 
98 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 27 

I, 

i· 
;1 
II 
jl 
Ii 

'I 
'. 

I 
I 
1 

I 
~ 
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TABLE 30. NUMBER OF SHOOT[NGS OFFICER INVOLVED IN SINCE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Count : 
£.ill 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

Number of . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

1 Incident 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

46 
85.2 

2. 0: 2: 2: 1: 5 
2 Incidents 0.0 : 40;0 ~ 40.0 : 20.0 :'. 9.3 

3. 

0.0 : 11.1 : 14.3 : 7.1 ; _:.M ______ : ______ ~_: ________ : ________ : 
. 
" 0: 2: 1:' 

3 Incidents 
a : 

0.0 : 
'0. 0 : 

0.0 : 66.7 : 33~3 : 
0.0 : 14.3 : 7.1 : 

Number of 
Shootings 

-:----~-,-:-------.:----~---:--------: 
Column 
Total 

8 
14.8 

City 
Count : 

1'8 
3~). 3 

14 
25.9 

14 
.25.9 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.r 4. : 
____ M ___ : ______ ~-:--------:---~----:--------: 

3 
5.6 

54 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

1. : 2: 1: 3: 5: 11 
1 Incident 

2 

3 

2. 
Incidents 

3. 
Incidents 

Column 
Total 

: 18 .. 2 : 9.1 : 27.3·: 45 •. 5 : 68.8 
: 50.0 : 100.0 : 75.0 : 71.4 : 

-:--------:--------:---~----:---.--~-: · 1 · a • 1 · 2 · · · · · · · 25.0 · 0.0 · 25.0 • 50.0 · · · · · · · 25.0 · 0.0 · 25.0 · 28.6 · · · · · · • 
-:--------:--------:-------~:--------: · 1 · a · a • a • · · • · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · • · · · • 25.0 • 0.0 · 0.0 · ,0.0 · · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:-----~-~: 

4 
25. a 

1 
6.3 

4 
25. a 

7 
43.S 

4 
25.0 

1 
6.3 

16 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 421 
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TABLE 31. OFFICER'S LEVEL OF MARKSMANSHIP UP TO TIME OF 
INCIDENT [QUALIFICATION AVERAGE WHEN COMPARED 
TO OTHER OFFICERS] 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Cal % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Level of : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Marksmanship-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 6: 54: 16: 12: 88 
High : 6.8: 61.4 : 18.2 : 13.6 : 24.7 

: 10.9 : 43.5 : 19.3 : 12.8 : 

Average 

Low 

Non··Shoot -

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. • 47 • 66 • 39 · ~3 • · · · · · • 22.9 · 32.2 • 19.0 · 25.9 · • • · • · • 85.S • 53.2 • 47.0 • 56.4 · • · • · • 

-!--~-----:-~--.---:--------:--------: 
3. 2 · 4 · 28 · 29 · · · · • 

3 " • 6.3 · 44.4 · 46.0 • .4 • • · · 3.6 • 3.2 · 33.7 · 30.9 · · • · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: Column 55 124 83 94 

Total 15.4 34.8 23.3 26.4 

City 
Count : 

205 
57.6 

63 
17.7 

356 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Level of : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Marksmanship-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 4: 10: 6: g: 29 
High : 13.8 : 34.5 : 20~7 : 31.0 : 30.5 

: 17.4 : 43.5 : 30.0 : 31.0 : 

Average 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------! 
2.: 18: 13: 13: 17: 61 

! 29.5 : 21.3 : 21.3 : 27.9 : 64.2 
: 78.3 : 56.5 : 65.0 : 58.6 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------:--------: 3.: 1: O· 1: 3: 
Low : 20.0 : 0.0: 20.0 : 60.0 : 

5 
5.3 

Column 
Total 

4.3: 0.0: 5.0: 10.3 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

23 
24.2 

23 
24.2 

20 
21.1 

29 
30.5 

Number of missing observations = 40 

95 
100.0 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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TABLE 32. HAS THE OFFICER FORMALLY FAILED TO QUALIFY IN 
LAST FIVE YEARS UP TO TIME OF INCIDENT 

Shoot 
~-

Failed To" 
Qua 1 i fy 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

Fail ed to 
Qua 11 fy 

Yes 

Count : 
CitY,. 

Row % :Oakland, Bir~ing- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: --------:------_-:_u ______ : __ . _____ : ________ : 
l. 0 · 22 • 0 • 0 · · • · · 0.0 • 100.0 • 0.0 · 0.0 • · • • • 

0.0 · 17.7 · 0.0 · 0.0 • · · · · 
-:-----.--:--------:--------:---~----: 2. • 55 · 102 • 83 · 111 · • • • · · • 15.7 · 29.1 · 23.6 · 31.6 · · • • · · · 100.0 · 82.3 · 100.0 · 100.0 • • · • · · -: -------- :, .. -_ •.. _--: --------: --_ ... ---: 

Column 55 1Z4 83 111 
Total 14.7 33.2 22.3 29.8 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
----~---:----~---:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0: 4: 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 17.4 : 

0: 0: 
0.0 : C.O : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

.. 

Row 
Total 

22 
5.9 

351 
94.1 

373 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

4 
4.2 

2.: 23: 19: 20: 29: 91 
No 

Column 
Total 

: 25.3: 20.9: 22.0: 31.9: 95..8 
: 100.0 : 82.6 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

24.2 
• 

23 
24.2 

20 
21.1 

29 
30.5 

95 
100.0 

"u~ber of missing observations = 23 
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TABLE 33. HAS THE OFFICER LOST THE AUTHORITY TO CARRY HIS 
WEAPON IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS UP TO TIME OF INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Lost 
Au'fiiority 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot ,- -

Lost 
Aiitiiority 

• No 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ 

I: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0: 5: 1: 1: 
0.0 : 71.4 : 14.3 : 14.3 : 
O. a : 4.0: 1.2 : 0.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

7 
1.9 

2. 55: 119: 82: 111 : 367 

Column 
Total 

: 15.0 : 32.4 : 22.3 : 30.2 : 98.1 
: 100.0 : 96.0 : 98.8 : 99.1 : 

_: ___ u ____ : ________ : ________ : ________ : 

55 
14.7 

124 
33.2 

83 
22.2 

112 
29.9 

374 
100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 23: 23: 20: 29: 95 

Column 
Total 

: 2A 2 : 24.2 : 21.1 : 30.5 : 100.0 
: 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

24.2 
23 

24.2 
20 

21.1 
29 

30.5 
95 

100.D 

Number Qf missing observations = 22 

---._--------.----------------------------
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were based on resignatio~s (54.9 percent); 21.5 percent resu1ted from dismis~ 

sal or suspension. 

[INSERT TABLES 34 AND 35 HERE] 

T ",Ies 36, 37, and 38 contain information regarding previous military 

service (except for Newark for which there are r,o data). Military service or 

not is shown -;n Table 36, branch of service in Table 37, combat or not in 

Table 38. More shooters (62.3 percent) than non-shooters (49.3 percent) had 

prio'r military service. It is perhaps interesting that 19.8 percent of the 

shoters were in the Marines, as opposed to 9.1 percent of the non-shooters. 

And to act aga i nst any inferences to whi ch that mi ght 1 ead, it shoul d be 

noted that 83.8 percent of the non-shooters as opposed .to only 29.7 of the 

shooters were in military combat. 

[INSERT TABLES 36, 37, AND 38 HERE] 

The existence of ear1ier major medica1 problems of the officers is shown 

in' Table 39. The rate is slightly nigher for shooters than for non-shooters 

(30.4 percent vs. 25.6 percent). Note the particularly low rates in Binni.ng

ham, particularly for nonwshooters (8.7 percent).' 

[INSERT TABLE 39 HERE] 

Marital information (except "for Newark) is contained in Tables 40 through 

43. About three-fourths of the officers (74.6 percent of shooters and 78.8 

percent of the non-shooters) were married (Table 40). Almost one-third (29.9 

percent) of shooters and 22: 2 percent of non-shooters were divorced one or 

more times (Tabl e 41). Si xteen and four-tenths percent of the shooters 

changed marital status after the incident (Table 42). The greater portion in 

the direction of divorce or divorce and remarriage (70.0 percent, Table 43). 
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TABLE 34. HAS THE OFFICER LEFT THE DEPARTMENT SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % = CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Left : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
~ r1tment ________ : _____ IUt __ : .. _______ : ________ : ________ : 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

1. 5: 16: 29: 11: 61 
8.2 : 26.2 : 47.5 : 18.0 : 17.5 
9.1: 12.3: 33.7: 14.3 : 

-: -----_ ... -: --------: --------: --------': 
2.: 50: 114: 57: 66: 287 

: 17.4 : 39.7 : 19.9 : 23.0 : 82.5 
: 90.9 : 87.7 : 66.3 : 85.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

55 
15.8 

City 
Count : 

130 
37.4 

77 
22.1 

348 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :' CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Left 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Department --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0: 0: 2: 1: 3 
Yes 0.0 : 0.0 : 66.7 : 33.3 : 3.0 

0.0 : 0.0 : 9.5 : 3.0 : 

No 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 23: 23: 19: 32: 97 

Column 
Total 

: 23.7 : 23.7 : 19.6 : 33.0 : 97.0 
: 100.0 : 100.0 : 90.5 : 97.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
23 

23.0 
23 

23.0 
21 

21.0 
33 

33.0 
100 

100.0 

Number of missi~g observations = 43 
, , 
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TABLE 35. CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER WHICH OFFICER LEFT THE DEPARTMENT 

Shoot 

City 
Cour.t : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming~ Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ . . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

Row 
Total 

C i rcunistarrces,,------: .... -----: ----.... --: ------ ...... : --------: 
: 4: (): 17: 1: 
: 14.3 : 21.4 : 60.7 : 3.6 : 
: 80.0 : 40.0 : 70.8 : 14.3 : 

28 
54.9 

1. 
Resigned 

2. 
Retired 

3. 
Fired 

4. 
Suspended 

Died 
5. 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 5: 4: 1: 11 

: :9.1 : 45.5 : 36.4 : 9.1 : - 21. 6 
: 20.0 : 33.3 : 16.7 : 14.3 : 

-:--------:--~-----:--------:--~-----: 
0: 3: 2: 4: 9 

0 .. 0: 33.3 : 22'\2 : 44.4 : '17.--6 
0.0 : 20.0 : 8.3 : 57.1 : 

-:--------:--------:-------~:.--~----: o : 
0.0 : 
a .. 0 : 

0: 1: 1: 2 
O. 0 : 5 O. a : :50. a : 3. 9 
0 .. 0 : 4 .. 2 : .14.3 : 

~:--------:--------:~--~----:--------: 
0: 1: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0: 6. 7 : 

o : 
O. o. : 
0.0 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:-----~--:--------:--------:---- ... ---: 
5 

9.8 
15 

29.4 
24 

47.1 
7 

13.7 

1 
2.0 

'51 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 440 

Non-Shoot 

Note: Circumstances for the three cases were unavailable. 
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TABLE 36. HAS OFFICER HAD MILITARY SERVICE 

Shoot 

Mil itary 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

Mil itart 

Yes 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birm;ng- Miami,FL Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 

------~-:--------:--------:--------: 1.: 26: 35: 40: 101 
: 25.7 : 34.7 : 39.6 : 62.3 
: 63.4 : 63.6 : 60.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 2.: 15: 20: 26: 61 

Column 
Total 

: 24.6 : 32.8 : 42.6 : 37.7 
: 36.6 : 36.4 : 39.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
41 

25.3 
55 

34.0 
66 

40.7 
162 

100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % :' CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

l.: 10: 14: 9: 33 
: 30.3 : 42.4 : 27.3 : 49.3 
: 43.5 : 60.9 : 42.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
_ 2.: 13: 9: 12: 34 

No : 38.2 : 26.5 : 35.3 : 50.7 
': 56.5: 39.1: 57.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

23 
34.3 

23 
34.3 

Nun~er of missing observations = 

Note: Newark data are not available. 

262 

21 
3l.3 

67 
100.0 

I • ! 

I I 

I 
I 

/. 



.. 

90 

TABLE 3i. OFFiC£R'S 9RANCH OF :.IIUTARY SERVICE 

Army 

Navy 

M r Force 

Marines 

~ 
Count : 

Row ~ :Oakland, B1rming- Miami,FL Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 14: 16: 12: 42 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

: 33.3 : 38.1 : 28.6 : 41.6 
: 53.8 ~ 45.7 : 30.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3: 7: 8: 18 

16.7 ~ 38.9 : 44.4 : 17.8 
11.5 : 20.0 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3: 1: 6: 10 

30.0 : 10.0 : 60.0: 9.9 
11.5 : 2.9 : 15.0 : .: ________ : ______ "u:. _____ ~_: 

4: 8: 8: 20 
20.0 : 40.0 : 40.0 : 19.8 
15.4 : 22.9 : 20. a : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 1: 3: 5 

Coast Guard 20.0 : 20.0 : 60.0 : !.O 

6. 
Other 

Column 
Total 

Non-Shoot 

Count 
Row " .. 
Col .. 

" 

3.8 : 2.9 : 7.5 : _: ___ ~ ____ : ________ : ____ w ___ : 

1: 2: 3: 6 
16.7 : 33.3 : 50.0: 5.9 

3.8 : 5.7 : 7.5 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

: 

. 26 
25.7 

.£.,lli. 

:Oakland I 

· CA · 1. : 

35 
34.7 

B1 rming-
ham, AL 

2. : 

40 
39.6 

Hlam1,FL 

3. : 

101 
!OO.O 

Row 
Total 

~ --------:-.------:--------:-._-----: 
1. 6 : 7 : 5 · 18 · Army · 33.3 · 38.9 · 27.S : 54.5 · · · · 60.0 · 50.0 : 55.6 : · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 2 · 1 · 1 · 4 · · · lIavy 50.0 · 25.0 · 25.0 · 12.1 · · · 20.0 · 7.1 : 11.1 · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 2 · 1 : 1 · • · · .. 

Air Force · 50.0 · 2.5.0 : 25.0 · 12.1 · · · · 20.0 · 7.1 · 11.1 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
4. a · 3 · I) : 3 · · Marines 0.0 : 100.0 · 0.0 : 9.1 · 0.0 · 21.4 : O. a · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
5. a · 1 · 1 : 2 · · Coast Guard 0.0 · 50.0 · 50.0 · 5.1 · · · · 0.0 · 7.1 : ll.l · · -:--------:--------:.---~---· · 6. 0 : . : 1 · 2 1 · Other 0.0 · 50.0 · 50.0 : 6.1 · · 0.0 · 7.1 : 11.1 : · -:--------:--------:--------: 

Calu~n lC .. 9 . " ww 

iotal ~O.3 ~2 • .: 27.3 lCC.O 

Nu~ber of m1ss1ng otservations • 357 

lIo:e: 'lewUk ca~a U'l not ~vaf1a!lle. 
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TABLE 38. DID OFFICER SERVE IN COMBAT DURING MILITARY SERVICE 

Shoot 

Serve in 
Combat 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL. Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3" : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 6: 11: 10: 27 
: 22.2 : 40.7 : 37.0 : 29.7 
: 20.7 : 34.4 : 33.3 : _:u _______ : ________ : ________ : 

2.:. 23: 21: 20: 64 
: 35.9 : 32.8 : 31.3 : 70.3 
: 79.3 : 65.6 : 66.7 : 

-:--------:~-------:----~---: 
Column 
Total 

29 
31.9 

City 
Count : 

32 
35.2 

30 
33.0 

91 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % :' CA ham, AL Total 

S e rv e i n 1. : 2. : 3. : 
Combat --------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 5: 5: 4: 14 
Yes' : 35.7 : 35.7 : 28.6 : 43.8 

: 50.0 : 35.7 : 50.0 : 

No 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 5: 9: 4: 18 

Column 
Total 

: 27.8 : 50.0 : 22.2 : 56.3 
50.0 : 64.3 : 50.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
10 

31.3 
14 

43.8 
8 

25.0 
32 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 368 

Note: Newark data are not available. 

, 
• I 
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TABLE 39. MAJOR MEDICAL PROBLEMS OF OFFICER 
UP TO TIME Or INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Cit~ 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
tal % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

Medical 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Problems ---~--~-:--------:----~---:--------:--------: 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

1.: 23: 14: 25: 39: 101 
: 22.8 : 13.9 : 24.8 : ~8.6 : 30.4 
: 41.8 : 11.1 : 29.4 : 59.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 32: lY-2: 60: 27 =-' 2'31 

: 13.9 : 48.5 : 26.0 : 11.7 : 69.6 
: 58.2 : 88.9 : 70.6.. : 40.9 :. 

-:----~--~:--------:--------:--------: Column 
Total 

55 
15.6 

~ity 
Count : 

126 
38.0 

85 
25.6 

'66 
19.9 

332 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % ! CA ham t AL NJ Total 

Medical 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Problems ---~----:-------~:--------:--------:--------: 

Yes 

No 

1.: 6: 2: 6: 9: 23 

2. 

Column 
Total 

: 26.1 : 
: 26. 1. : 

8.7 : 26.1 : 39.1 : 25.6 
8.7 : 28.6 : 39.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:~-------: 
: 17: 21: 
: 25.4 :. 31.3 : 
: 73.9 : 91.3 : 

15: 14: 67 
22.4 : 20.9 : 74.4 
71.4 : 60.9 : 

-:~-------:--------:------~~:------~-: 
23 

25.6 
• 

23 
25.0 

21 
23.3 

23 
25.6 

90 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 69 
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The rate of change was lower for non-shooters (10.6 percent), although the 

divorce/divorce remarriage direction was imilar (i1.S percent). 

[INSERT TABLES 40, 41, 42, AND 43 HERE] 

Tables 44 through 47 contain (except for Newark) information regarding 

children of the officers. As shown in Table 44, 76.7 percent of shooters ,and 
~, 

71.6 percent of non-shooters had children. Table 45 has the distributions of 

numbers of children. Table 46 shows whether or not the children are living 

with the officers-the answer is Ityes ll for 74.2 percent of the shooters and 

83.0 percent of the non-shooters. And Table 47 shows the distributions of 

numbers of children living with the officers. 

[INSERT TABLES 44, 45, 46, AND 47 HERE] 

Table 48 presents the circumstance that led to the shooting/non-shooting 

incident. The modal circumstance is a shooting--33.2 percent .for shooters 

and 43.4 percent for non-shooters. Balancing the preceding higher percentage 

for non-shooters is the reversal for robbery, which was the circumstance that 

led the officer to the scene at 20.0 percent for shooter's and 11.8 percent 

for non-shooters. Similarly, burglar'y was the circumstance at 15.6 percent 

'for'shooters and 5.3 percent for non-shooters. And traffic was in the reverse 

direction--3.4 percent for shooters and 11.8 percent for non-shooters. 

[INSERT TABLE 48 HERE] 

The type of protection available to the officer in the situation of 

concern is shown in Table 49. There was no cover available for 68.2 percent 

of the shooters as opposed to 53.5 percent of the non-shooters. Hard cover 

was available to only 23.6 percent of the shooters as compared to 38.4 percent 

of the non-shooters. But note the high availability of hard cover for shoot

ers and non-shooters in Miami (34.8 percent and 47.6 percent, respectively). 

[INSERT TABLE 49 HERE] 

I 

, 
'I 
i' , 

I 
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TABLE 40. MARITAL STATUS OF OFFICER AT TIME OF LNCIDENT 

Shoot 

Count 
illl 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : Marital 
Status . --------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. · 8 · 2 · 13 · · · · • 
Never Married · 34.8 · 8,7 · 56.5 · · · · · · t8.2 · 3.6 · 15.1 · · · · • 

-:--------:--------:------~-: Presently 2. · 31 • 40 · 67 · · · · · Marri-ed · 22.5 · 29.0 · 48.6 · · · · · · 70.5 · 72.7 · 77.9 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
Presently 3. · 5 · 13 · 6 · · · · · Divorced · 20.8 · 54",2 · 25.0 · · · · · 11. 4 · 23.6 · 7.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 44 55 86 
Total 23.8 29.7 46.5 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Ma rita 1 
Status --

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL 
Col % : CA ham, AL 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 
Never Married 

3 : 
42.9 : 
13.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

4 : 
57.1 : 
19.0 : 

Presently 2. 
11arried 

Presently 
Divorced 

3. 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
18 · 20 · 14 · · · · 34.6 · 38.5 · 26.9 · · · · 78.3 · 90.9 · 66.7 · · · · • -:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · 2 · 3 · · · · 28.6 · 28.6 · 42.9 · · · · 8.7 · 9.1 14.3 · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

23 
34.8 

22 
33.3 

21 
31.8 

Number of missing observations = 240 

Note: Newark data not ava i1 abl e. 

23 
12.4 

138 
74.6 , 

24 
13.0 

185 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

7 
10.6 

52 
78.8 

7 
10.6 

66 
100.0 
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TABLE 41. NUMBER OF TIMES DIVORCED (OFFICERS) 
[DOES NOT INCLUDE "NEVER MARRIEDII OFFICERS] 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, B;rming- Miami,FL Row 
Number of Col % : CA ham, AL Total 
Times Divorced 1.: 2.: 3.: ________ : ________ : ________ :M _______ : 

O. · 25 · 31 · 12 · , 68 · · · · 
Never · 36.8 · 45.6 • 17.6 · 70.1 • · · · · 83.3 · 60.8 · 75.0 · · 0 0 · -:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0 4 0 15 · 4 0 23 · 0 0 0 

Once 0 17.4 0 65.2 • 17.4 · 23.7 · 0 · 0 

· 13.3 · 29.4 • 25.0 · 0 · • 0 

-:-*------:--------:----_._-: 
2. • 1 • 3 0 a .. 4 • 0 0 0 

Twice 0 25,. a • 75.0 · 0.0 · 4.1 
0 • · · 3.3 · 5.9 · 0.0 · · 0 · 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
4. 0:' 2: 0: 2 

Four Times 0.0 : 100.0: 0.0 : 2.1 
0.0 : 3.9 : 0.0 : 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 30 
Total ';!O. 9 

City 
Count : 

51 
52.6 

16 
16'.5 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL 
Number of Col % : CA ham, AL 
Times Divorced 1.: 2.: 3.: 

Never 

Once 

Twice 

--------:--------:--------:--------: 
O. 

1. 

2. 

Column 
Total 

· 9 · 15 · 11 · · · · · 
0 25.7 • 42.9 · 31.4 · · · · · · 64.3 · 83.3 · 84.6 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
· 4 · 2 · 2 · · · · · • 50.0 · 25.0 · 25.0 · · · · · 28.6 · 11.1 · 15.4 · · · · _: __ m _____ : ________ : ________ : 

1 · 1 · a · · · 0 

50.0 · 50.0 • 0.0 · · · · 7.1 · 5.6 · 0.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
14 

31.1 
18 

40.0 
13 

28.9 

Number of missing observations = 3A9 

97 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

35 
77.8 

8 
17.8 

2 
4.4 

45 
100.0 

, I 

I 

I! 

·1 

il 
I 

I 
I. 

~ 

I 
t • 
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TABLE 42. CHANGE IN OFFICER'S MARITAL STATUS 
SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot ---

Change 

Yes 

No 

Non .. Shoot 

Chan qe . 

Yes 

No 

. 

Citx 
Caunt : 

Row % :Oakland, BirmingM Miami,FL Raw 
Cal % : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
--------:--~----~:---~----:--------: 1. 2·: 14: 6: 22 

9.1 : ~3.6 : 27.3 : 16.4 
5.9 : 25.9 : 13.0 : 

-:-------~:--------:--------: 
2.: 32: 40: 40: 112 

Column 
Total 

: 28.6 : 35.7 : 35.7 : 83.6 
: 94.1 : 74.1 : 87.0 : 

-:---"----:---.----:----~---: 34 
25.4 

54 
40.3 

134 
100.0 

Citx 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,~L Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:----._--:--------:--------: 

1.: 4: 0: 3: 7 

2. 

Column 
Total 

: 57.1 : 
: 17.4 : 

0.0 : 42.9 : 10.0 
0.0 : 15.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: · 19 • 23 • 17 · 59 · · • · · 32.2 · 39.0 • 28.8 • 89.4 · · · • · 82.6 · 100.0 • 85.0 • · · · · _: ________ : ___ d ____ : __ ~ _____ : 

23 23 20 66 
34.8 34.8 30.3 100.0 

Number of missing observations = 291 

Note: Newark data are not available. 
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TABLE 43. TYPE OF MARITAL STATUS CHANGE 
SINCE THE INCIDENT 

Shoot 
f.lll 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birm;ng- Miami,FL 
C~l % : CA ham, AL 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:--~-----:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

Tyoe of 
Change 

1. 2 : 
: 50.0 : 
: 100.0 : 

1: 1: 4 
Married 

Oi vorced 
2.. 

25.0 : 25.0 : 20.0 
7.7 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 9: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 69.2 : 

0: 9 
0.0 : 45.0 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 0: 0: 1: 1 

Separated O. a : 0.0 : 100. a : 5. a 
0.0 : 0.0 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
D i v 0 rc ed - 5. 0: 3: 2: 5 
Remarri ed O. a : 60. a : 40.0 : 25.0 

0.0 : 23.1 : 40.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

7.: 0: 0: 1: 
Married-Divorced: 0.0 : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 20.0 : 

1 
5.0 

-:--------:------"-:--------~ 
CC',lumn 
~'ota 1 

2 
10.0 

13 
65.0 

5 
25.0 

Non-Shoot 

Tvpe of 
Chanoe . 

Married 

Divorced 

Divorced
Remarried 

f.lli!. 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Miami,FL Row 
Col % : CA Total 

1. : 3. : 

--------:--------:--------: 1.: 1: 1: 2 
: 50.0 : 50.0 : 28.6 
: 25.0 : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------: 2.: 2: 1: 3 
: 66.7 : 33.3 : 42.9 
~ 50.0 : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------: 
5. 1: 1: 2 

Column 
Total 

: 50.0 : 50.0 : 28.6 
: 25.0 : 33.3 : 

-:---~----:--------: 
4 

57.1 
3 

42.9 
7 

100.0 

Number of missing observations: 464 

20 
100.0 

II 
I 
I 
I' 

I, 

Ii 
II 

I 

, 
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i 
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TABLE 44. DOES OFFICER HAVE ANY CHILDREN 

Shoot 

Count : 
illl 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
Children ~ --------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 27: 48: 57: 132 
Yes : 20.5 : 36.4 : 43.2 : 76.7 

: 65."9: '87.3: 75.0 : 

No 

Non-Shoot 

-:-~~-----:--------:-~--~---: 
2.: 14: 7: 19: 40 

: 35.0 : 17~5 : 47.5 : 23.3 
: 34.1: 12.7: 25.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
c.ol umn 
To:~al 

41 
.:2.3:8 

City 
Count : 

76 
4'4.2 

172 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

:" 1.: 2.: 3.: 

1.: r7: 17: 14: .ilS 
Yes : 35.4 : 35.4 : 29.2 : 71.S 

No 

': 73. 9 : 7J. 9 : 66. 7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 6: 6: 7: 19 

Column 
Total 

: 31.6 : 31.6 : 36.8 : 28.4 
: 26. 1 : 26. 1 : 33.3 : 

23 
34.3 

23 
34.3 

21 
31.3 

67 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 252 

Note: Newark data are not available. 
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TABLE 45. NUMBER OF CHIL:REH (OFFICER) 

Shoot -.-

Number of 
Children 

One Child 

~ 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- ~iami,FL 
Col % : CA ham, AL 

1. : 2.: ., . 
w •• 

_____ u •• ! ___ • ____ : ________ : ________ : 

1.: 7: ll: S: 
: 30.4 : 47.8 : 21.7 : 
: 25.9 : 22.9 : 41.7 : _: ________ : ________ :.u_~ ____ : 

Row 
Tot~l 

23 
26.4 

2.: 10: 25: 5: 40 
Two Children : 25.0 : 52.5 : 12.5 : 46.0 

37.0 : 52.1 : 41.7 : 

3.: 7: 8: ~: 17 
Three Children : 41.2 : 47.1 : 11.8 : 19.5 

: .:!5.9 : 16.7 : 16.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

4.: 2: 3: 0: 5 
Four Children : 40.0 : 60.0 : 0.0: 5.7 

5. 
Five or more 

7.4 : 6.3 : 0.0 : 

1: 1: 
50.0 : 50.0 : 
3.7: 2. 1 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 

Non-Shoot 

Column 
Toul 

Count : 

27 
31.0 

fi~ 

48 
$5.2 

12 
13.8 

2 
2.3 

87 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- ~1ami.FL Row 
Col % : CA ham. AL Total 

Number of 1. : 2.: 3. : 
~~ --------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. S · 3 : 3 · 12 · · o,"e Child · 50.0 : 25.0 : 25.0 : 25.S · · 35. :3 : 17.6 · 23.1 · · · · 
-:------~-:--------:.-~---~-: 2 .. · 8 : 7 : 6 : 21 · iwo Children : 38.1 · 33.3 : 23.6 : 44.7 · : 47.1 · 41.2 : .lo.2 : · 
-:~-"---.-:--------:.-------: 3. · l : 5 : 2 · 10 · · Three Children · 30.0 : 50.0 : 20.0 : 21.3 · · n.s · 29.4 : 15.: · · · · -:--------:--_._---:--------: 

4. a · 1 : 2 · 3 · · Four Ch i1 dren 0.0 : 33.3 · 56.7 : 6.4 · 0.0 : • 0 
:I •• : 15.4 : 

_: ___ ft ____ : ________ : ________ : 

5. 0 : 1 · a : 1 · Five or more 0.0 : 100.0 · 0.0 · 2.1 · · 0.0 : S " .. : 0.0 : 
. :----~--.:--------:.-------: Column 17 17 13 !o7 

To:al ~6.2 j5.2 27.7 100.0 

N~"ber of missing observa:ions • 

~o:e: ~ewark ~ata ~re ~c: availa~le. 
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TABLE 46. ARE CHILDREN LIVING WITH OrFICER [DOES NOT 
INCLUDE OFFICERS WHO DO NOT HAVE CHILDREN] 

Shoot 

· City 
Count · · Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami~FL Row 

CO'I % · CA ham, AL Total · .. 1. : 2. : 3 ' . . 
Chil dren --------:-----~--:--.--~--:--.. ----: 

1. · 21 · 35 · 10 · 66 · · · I' 

Yes · 31.8 • 53.0 · 15.2 · 74.2 · • · · · 77.8, · 72. 9 · 71. 4 · · · · · 
-:--------~--~-----:--------: 2. · 6 • E · 4 · 23 · • · · · 26.1 · 55.~5 · 17.4 · 25 .. 8 · · · · No 
· 22.2 • 27.J. · 28.6 • · • · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 27 ·48 14 89 
Total 30.3 53.9 15.7 100.0 

Non-.Sl;~:ot .;....;;..;..-..,;..,;.;.;.-

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birm;ng- Miami~~L Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
Children ________ : _____ ~ __ :_-------:~-----M-: 

Yes 

No 

1.: 12: 16: 11: 39 

2. 

Column 
Tota1 

: 30.8 : 41.0 : 28.2 ! 83.0 
: 70. 6. : 94. 1 : 84. 6 : 

-:--------:---~~-~-:--------: 
: 5: 
: 62.5 : 
: 29.4 : 

1: 2: 8 
12.5 : 25.0 : 17.0 
5.9 : 15.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
17 

36.2 
17 

36.2 
13 

27.7 
47 

100 .. 0 

ru~ber of missing obsarvations = 355 
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TABLE 47. NUMBER OF CHILDREN LIVING ~ITH OFFICER CODES HOT 
INCLUDE OFFICE~S WHO DO NOT HAVE CHIL~~EN OR 
OFFICERS WHOSE CHILDREN DO ~OT LIVE WITH THEM] 

Count .'f.m 
Row ~ :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Co 1 ~ : CA ham, AL iotal 

Number of 1. : 2. : 3. : 

Children --------:--------:--------:--------: 1.: ~: 11: 3: 19' 
One Child : 26.3 : 57.9 : 15.8 : 29.2 

: 23.8 : 31.4 : 33.3 : 
.: .... ______ : 11'._0 _____ : _ .. _ .. ____ : 

2.: 10: 20: 4: 34 
TWQ Children : 29.4 : 58.8 : 11.8 : 52.3 

: 47_~ : 57.1 : 44.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 3.: 5: 4: 2: 11 

Thl'ee Children : 45.5 : 36.4 : 18.2 : 16.9 
. : 23.8 : 11.:4 : 22.2 : 

4. -:--------:--------:--------: . . 1 : 
Four Children : 100.0 : 

4.8 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 
1.5 

Non-Shoot 

Number of 
Childre!J. 

Column 
Total 

_:u _______ : ________ : ________ : 

21 
32,3 

~ 

35 
53.8 

9 
13.S 

65 
100.0 

Count : 
Row: :Oakland, Binning- ~iami,PL Row 
Col ~ : CA ham, AL Total 

1.: t.: 3.: 

--------:------~-:--------:.--.--.-: 1.: ~: 3: 2: 8 
: 37.5 : 37.5 : 25.0 : 20.5 
: 25.0 : IS.S : lS.2 : 

One Child 

2.: 6: 7: 5: 18 
Two Children : 33.3 :' 38.9 : 27.8 : 46.2 

: 50.0 : ~3.S : 45.5 : 

3. 
Thrp.e Children 

4. 
Four Children 

5. 
Five Children 

Column 
Tctal 

-:--------:--------:--------: . 3 : 5 : 2 : 
: 30.0 : 50.0 : 40.0 : 
: 25.0 : 31.3 : lS.2 : 

10 
25.6 

.~.-------:.---N--.:--------: o : . 0: 2: 2 
0.0: 0.0 : 100.0 : S.l 
0.0: 0.0 : la.2 : 

.: --------: ----,'---: 
O • ,. . .. 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 6. 3 : 

-----, ... : 
Q : 

0.0 : 
0,0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
12 

30.S 
16 

tol. 'J 
11 

22.2 
39 

~OO.O 

Number of ~issin9 o:servattons • 3S7 



: . 

I 

102 

TABLE 48. CIRCUMSTANCE THAT REQUIRED ATTENTION 
OF OFFICER 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % !Oak1and, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

· • 0 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Circumstance-------:--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 14: 25: 19: 10: 68 
Shooting : 20.6 : 36.8 : 27.9 : 14.7 : 33~2 

: 26.9 : 39.1 : 27.9 : 47.6 : 
-:--------:--------:------~-:----~---: 

2~: 19: 13: 8: 1: 41 
Robbery 

3. 
Burglary 

Disturbance: 4 .. 
Domestic 

Di sturbance: 5. 
Other 

6. 
Traffi c 

Service of 7. 
Warrcmt 

8. 
Mental Case 

9. 
Other 

Colur.tn 
Total 

: 46.3 : 31.7 : 19.5 : 
: 36.5 : 20.3 : 11.8 : 

2.4 : 20.0 
4.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1 · 13 · 18 · 0 · · · · · 3.1 · 40.6 · 56.3 · 0.0 · · · · · 1.9 · 20.3 · 26.5 · 0.0 · · · · · 

-:--.-~--.:--------:------~-:--------: · 2 · 2 · 1 · 0 · · · · · · · 40.0 · 40.0 • 20.0 · 0.0 · · · • · · 3.8 · 3.1 · 1.5 : 0.0 · · · · 
-:--------:---~----:--------:--------: · o 3 : 3: 2: 3: 

: 27.3 : 
5.8 : 

27.3 : 18.2 : 27.3 : 
4. 7 : 2. 9 : 14.3 : 

-:-----~--:--------:--------:-------.: 
0 4 · 1 • 1 · 1 · · · • · · · 57.1 · 14.3 · 14.3 · 14.3 · · · · · · 7.7 · 1.6 · 1.5 · 4.8 · · · · · 

-:--------:------~-:---~----:-------- · · 5 · 1 · 3 · 1 · · · · · 50.0 · 10.0 · 30.0 · 10.0 · · · · · 9.6 · 1.6 · 4.4 · 4.8 · · · · · 
~:-----~-~:------~-:--~----~:~----~--: 

0: 5: 
0.0 : 83.3 : 
0.0: 7.8: 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 16.7 : 
0.0 : 4.8 : 

~:--------:------~-:--------:--------: 
0 4 · 1 · 16 · 4 · · · · · · · 16.0 0 4.0 · 64.0 · 16.0 · · · · · · 7.7 · 1.6 · 23.5 · 19.0 · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:--------:---~----: 
52 64 68 21 

25.4 31.2 33.2 10.2 

32 
15.6 

5 
2.4 

11 
5.4 

7 
3.4 

10 
4 • .9 

6 
2.9 

25 
12.2 

205 
100.0 
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TABLE 48. CIRCUMSTANCE THAT REQUIRED ATTENTION 
OF OFFICER (continued) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
. Col % :CA' ham,AL NJ Total 

· · 
Circumstance-~~----:~-------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

1.: 11: 12: 6: 4: 33 
Shooting : 33.3 : 36.4 : 18.2 : 12.1 : 43.4 

: 45.8 : 48.0 : 28.6 : 66.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--~~----:--------: 

2.: 2: 7: 0: 0 ': - - 9 
Robbery 

3. 
Burg' ary 

Disturbance: 4. 
Domestic 

Disturbance: 5. 
Other 

6. 
Tr'affi c 

Serv; ce of 7. 
Warrant 

8. 
Mental Case 

0 " . 
Other 

Column 
Total 

: 22.2 : 77.8 : 
8.3 : 28.0 : 

0.0 : 0.0 : 11.8 
0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--~---~-:--------:--------: 
0 0 1 · 3 · 0 0 

0 0 · 0 

0.0 0 25.0 0 75.0 · O~O 0 · · 0 · 0.0 0 4.0 · 14.3 0 0.0 0 

0 · 0 · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0 2 · 0 · 0 · 0 · · 0 · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · 0 · · 0 

8.3 0 0.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 · · 0 · 
-:--------:--------:--~-----:-------- · · · 2 · 2 · o . : 0 · · 0 · · 

0 50.0 · 50.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 0 · · · 8.3 · 8.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0 3 · 2 · 4 · 0 0 · · · · · · 33.3 · 22.2 · .44.4 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 12.5. 0 8.0 · 19.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------· · · 4 · 0 · 2 · 1 · · · · · · · 57.1 · 0.0 · 28.6 · 14.3 · · 0 · · · · 16.7 · 0.0 · 9.5 · 16.7 · · 0 · · · 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 · · 0 0 · · 0.0 0 100.0 0 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 0 · · · · . 0: 0 0 4.0 · 0.0 0 0.0 · · · 0, 0 · 

-:-~------:~-------:--------:--------
0 · 0 · 0 0 6 · 1 0 · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 85.7 · 1,4.3 · · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 28.6 · 16.7 · · · 0 · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

24 
31. 6 

25 
32.9 

21 
27.6 

6 
7.9 

4 
5.3 

2 
2.6 

4 
5.3 

9 
11.8 

7 
9.2 

1 
1.3 

7 
9.2 

76 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 285 
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TABLE 49. TYPE OF PROTECTION FROM OPPONENT OFFICER 
HAD AVAILABLE 

Shoot 

Count 
~ 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Type of 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Protection --------:--------.:--------:------~-:--------: 

1..: 10: 12: 24: 6: 52 
Hard Cover 19.2 ; 23.1 : 45.2 : 11.5 : 23.6 

19.6 : 18.8 : 34.8 : 16.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 9: 5.! 3: 1: 18 
Soft Cover' : 50.0 : 27.8 : 15.7 : 5.6 : 8.2 

2.8 t 

No Cover 

17.6 : 7.8 : 4.3 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:-~--~---: 

3~: 32: 47: 42: 29: 150 

Column 
Total 

: 21.3 : 31.3 : 28.0 : 19.3 ~ 68.2 
: 62.7 : 73.4 : 60~9 : 80.6 : _: _____ ~ __ : _______ u: ________ : ________ : 

51 
23.2 

64 
29.1 

69 
31.4 

36 220 
16.4 . 100~0 

Number of missing observations = 346 

Non-Shoot 

.Type of 
'p rotecti on 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham~AL NJ Total 

1. : " . I.e. 3. : 4.: 
--~-----:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1..: 8: 11: 10: 4: 33 
Hard Cover : 24.2 : 33.3 : 30.3 : 12.1 : 38.4 

: 33.3 : 45.8 : 47.6 : 23.5 : 

2. 
Soft Cover 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1: 3: 

14.3 : 42.9 : 
4.2 : 12 .. 5 : 

2: 1: 
28.6 : 14.3 : 
9.5 : 5.9 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------:------~-: 

7 
8.1 

3. 15: 10: 9: 12: 46 
No Cover 

Column 
Total 

: 32.6 : 21.7 : 19.6 : 26.1 : 53.5 
: 62.5 : 41.7 : 42.9 : 70.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.9 
24 

27.9 
21 

24.4 
17 

19.8 
86 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 480 
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Was the officer wearing protective clothing at the tim~ of the incident? 

According to Table 50, 35.~ percent of the shooters as against 46.6 percent 

of the non-shooters wore such clothing. The discrepancy was greatest in 

Miami where 25.0 percent af the shooters and 45.0 percent of the non-shooters 

wore the clothing. 

.. [INSERT TABLE 50 HERE] 

The extent of injury on 'the part of the officer is shown in Tab1 e 51. 

There was one death (0.3 percent) for the shooters, and serious injury at the 

rate of 3.2 percent for shooters and 2.0 percent for non-shooters. 

[INSERT TABLE 51 HERE] 

InCident Environment 

In this section we consider general characteristics of the setting ;n 

which the shooting occurred or did not occur (for non-shooters). 

Table 52 shows the broad neighborhood classification of the scene of the 

incident. The neighborhoods tend to be predominately cOlmlercia1 (44.8 percent 

for the comb; ned total) or res; dent; a 1 (46.6 percent--30.9 percent apartment 

plus 15.7 percent single family). 

[INSERT TABLE 52 HERE] 

The economic level of the incident locale is shown in Table 53. Only 

7.6 percent of the combined incidents took place in neighborhoods of high 

economic Tevel. The others took place in average (48.9 percent) or low (43.6 .. 
, percent) economic areas. ' There is an int~resting reversal between shoot and 

non-shoot neighborhoods; in the shoot category, 53.9 p.ercent of the incidents 

occurred in average neighborhoods and 38.6 percent in low, while in the non

shoot category, the respective percent'ages are 34.1 and 58. O • 
. 

[INSERT TABLE 53 H:'E] 
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'TABLE 50. OFF lCER WEAR ING "PROTECTI VE CLOTH ING AT 
THE TIME OF INCIDENT 

Shoot 

Protective 
Clothing 

Yes 

No 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total . . . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1. : ,40: 11: 17: 11: 79 

: 50.6 : 13.9 : 21.5 : 13.9 : 35.4 
: f6.9 : 17.2 : 25.0 : 28.2 : 

-: ---'._--: -----.. ,---: --------: ----_ ..... -: 
2~ 12: 53: 51: 28: 144 

.C.ol umn 
Total 

: 8.3 : 36.8 : 35.4 ~ 19.4 : .64.6 
: 23.1 : 82.8 : 75.0 : 71.8 : 

-:-~---~-:--------:--------:~-------: 52 
23.3 

'64 
28.7 

68 
30.5 

a9 
17.5 

223 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 343 

Non-ShrJot 

.. p r'otect; ve 
I"l o.th i ng -

Yes 

tlo 

City 
Co.unt : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming-"Miam; ,FL Newark,N Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:------~-:--------:--------: 

1.: 20! 4: 9: 8: 41 
: ~8.8 : 9.8: 22.0 : 19.5 : 46.6 
: 83.3.: 16 •. 0 : 45.0 : 42.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------
2. 4: 21: 11: 11: 47 

Column 
Total 

~ 8.5 : 44.7 : 23.4 : 23.4 : 53.4 
: 16.7 : 84.0 : 55.0 : 57.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.3 
25 

28.4 
20 

22.7 
19 

21.6 
88 

100.0 

Number of missing observations = 478 
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TABLE 51. EXTENT OF OFFICER INJURY 

Shoot 

Extent of 
I nju ry 

None 

Slight 

Sed ous 

Fatal 

Non-Shoot 

Extent of 
I nju rv . 

None 

51 i ght 

Serious 

.. 

City, 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
~-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 48: 125: 72: 98: 343 

2. 

3e 

, 

4. 

Column 
Total 

: 14.0 : 36.4 : 21.0 : 28.6 : 90.7 
: 87.3 : 96.2 : 87.8 : 88.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · 5 · 10 · 5 · 22 • · · · 9.1 · 22.7 · 45.5 · 22.7 · 5.8 · • · · 3.6 · 3.8 · I2.2 · 4.5 · ., . 

· · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 4 · a · a · 8 · 12 · · · · · 33.3 0.0 0.0 66.7 
. 

3.2 · · · · · · · · · · · 7.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 7.2 · · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:---- ----: · l' · 0 · 0 · 0 • 1 · · · · • 
· 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 • 0.3 · · · · .. 

1.8 • 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------
55 130 82 111 378 

14.6 34.4 21.7 29.4 100.0 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % : CA ham, AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 23: 23: 19: 31: 96 
: 24.0 : 24.0 : 19.8 : 3(.3 : 97.0 
: 100. 0 : 100. 0 : 90. 5 : ~,', 9 : 

-:-------~:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 0: 0: 1: a : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 
1.0 : '0:0 : 0.0 : 100.0 : 

: . 0.0 :' o. a : 4.8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

3. 0: 0: 1:. 1 ~ 2 

Column 
Total 

0.0 : 0.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 : 2.0 
0.0 : 0.0 : 4.8 : 3. 1 : 

_:~ ______ u: ________ : ________ : ________ : 

23 
23.2 

23 
23.2. 

21 
21.2 

32 
32.3 

99 
100.0 

Number of missing observations = 14 
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TABLE 52. ZONE CLASSlFlCATiON Of" SCE?;E OF lNCtDE:li 

cav 
Count :---

Row ~ :Oak'and Stm.ing- !-'.iar:li ,FL Ilewark, ~ow 
Co, % :eA ham,Af. NJ Total 

l~: 2 .. ! 3,,: 4.t 
_____ M __ : ________ : ________ : ________ : ________ : 

1. 11: 63: 37: 12: 123 
Corrrnercial : 8.9: 51.2 : 30.1 : 9.8 : 45.4 

: 22.9 : 53.8 : 48.1 : ~1.4 : 
.:--------:--------:-----~--:.-------: 2.: 5 ~ $: 1: 0: 14 

Industrial : 35.7 : 57.1 : 1.1 : 0.0: 5.2 
: 10.4 : 6. a: 1.3: 0.0 : 

Apartment 

-:--------:.-------:--------:--------: 
3.: 17 l 18: 2a: 15: 78 

: 21.8 : 23.1 : 35.9 : 19.2 : 28.8 
: 35.4 : 15.4 : 35.4 : 51.7 : _:_w_. ____ :~ _______ :. _______ : _____ ~ __ : 

Single 4.: 14: 17 ~ 10: 1: 42 
Family House : 33.3 : 40.5 : 23.S: 2.4: 15.5 

: 29.2 : 11l..S : 13 .. 0: 3.4 : 

.:--------:--------:.~------:------.-: 5. 1: 11: 1: 1 ~ 14 
Other 7.1 : 78.6: 7.1: 7.1 : 5.2 

2.1 : 9.4 : 1.3: 3.4: 

tlon-Shoot 

-:--------:._------:-.------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

1l.8 
17.7 

City 
Count : 

117 
43.2 

77 
28.4 

2:1 
10.7 

Row ~ :Oaktand. 8ir::lin~- ~iam1)FL Newark) 
Col:' :eA har.1,AL NJ 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
.-.-----:.-------~.-.---~-:------~-: .. ------: 1.: 10: 15: 5: 9: 

271 
100.0 

~ow 
iotal 

Cor.mercial : 25.5 : ~o.S : 12.8 : 23.1 : 
: ~1.1 : 63.2 : 25.0 : :is. 0 : 

39 
~2.9 

2. 
Industrial 

3. 
Apartment 

Single 4. 
F amil y House 

I: .. 
OtMr 

Colur.:n 
Total 

·t--·-----:·-~-----!·Q------:--------: 0: 0: 0: 1: 
O .. Q ! 0.0 ! 0.0 : 100.0 t 
0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0: J.O: 

-:--------:--~.----:.-------:.-----~-: 

1 
1.1 

: 7: 3: 10: 14:. 34 
: 20.6 : 8.S : 29.4 : 41.2 : J7.! 
: 29.2 : 13.5 : 50.0 : 56.0 : 

.:-------~:--.-----:.-~.----:--.---.-: 
! 7: 3: 4: 1: 15 
: 46.7 : 20.:) ~ ~6. 7: 6. i : 16.5 
: 29.2 : 13.6 : 20.0: ~.O : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 1: 1: 

0.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0 : 4. S : 5.0: 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

.:---.---.:.-------:.---.--.:.-------~ 24 
25.4 

22 
2~.Z 

20 
22.0 

25 
Z7.5 

2 
2.2 

91 
100.0 

~umber of ni!!i~9 observations • 91 

COr:::lerc:ia 1 
Industri al 
Aoartmene 
Single 
Oth!!r 

.!:.s 
.!..2 

30. iI 
1S.7 . -"I, ':) 
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TABLE 53. ECONOMIC LIVEL OF NEIGHBORHOOD 

Shoot 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Economic 1. : 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Level --------:--------:--------:--------:----~---: 

High ... 

Average 

Low 

Non-Shoot 

Economic 
[eve1 

High 

Average 

1. : 9: 6: 
: ·47.4 : 31.6 : 
: 18.8 : 5.5 : 

3 : 
15.8 : 
3.9 : 

1 : 
5.'3 : 
5.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

19 
7.5 

2.: 25: 57: 47: 8: 137 

3. 

Column 
Total 

Count 
Row % 
Col 01 

/0 

: 18.2 : 41.6 : 34.3 : 5.8 : 53.9 
: 52.1 : 52.3 : 61.0 : 40.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:~-• 14 · 46 · 27 · 11 · 98 · • · · · · 14.3 · 46.9 · 27.6 · 11.2 · 38.6 · • · · · • 29.2 42.2 · 35.1 · 55.0 · · · · • · • · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
48 109 77 20 254 

18.9 42.9 30.3 7.9 100.0 

City 
· · :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
:CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1 .. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:-----Q--: 

1. • 2 • 0 · 2 · 3 · 7 · · · · · • 28.6 • 0.0 · 28.6 • 42.9 · 8.0 · • · · · 8.3 · 0.0 · 10.0 · 13.6 · • · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:----~---: 2. . : 9 · 9 · 6 · 6 · 30 · · • · · 30.0 · 30.0 · 20.0 · 20.0 · 34.1 · · · · · · 37.5 • 40.9 · 30.0 · 27.3 · · • · · · 
-:--------:--------:---~-,--:--------: 

3.: 13: 13: 12: 13: 51 
Low : 25.5 : 25.5 : 23.5 : 25.5 : 58.0 

: 54.2 : 59.1 : 60.0 : 59.1 : .. 
-:--------:--------!--------:--------: Column 

Total 
24 

27.3 
22 

25.0 

Number of missing observations = 

Combined 

High 
Average 
Low 

7.6 
48.9 
43.6 

III 

20 
22.7 

22 
25.0 

, 

88 
100.0 
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Table 54 summarizes incidents by whether they occurred outside or inside, 

and type of setting in both cases. Most incidents occurred outdoors (81.3. 

percent combined), with a scmewhat larger percentage of shoot incidents (83.5 

percent) than non-shoot incidents (72.5 percent). Of the incidents that took 

place inside, 36.6 percent '.lere in apartments. 19.5 percent in houses, ,ar1d 

15.9 percent in retail stores. Mos·: Mn-shdot incidel1ts occurr',cad in apart .. 

ments while shoot incidents were more evenly aivided o~er the three categor

i~s~ Almost half (46.7 percent) of outdoor incidents took place on a roadway. 

[INSERT TABLE 64 HERE] 

The weather at the time of the ir'lcident is .$hown in Table 55, and the. 

available lighting at the scene in Table 56. Most incidents occurred during 

clear weather, but the percentagle was higher for non-shooting (92.8 per\cent) 

than for shooting (74.1 percent). In paral1el with that difference j 1 ight 

was good at 46.9 percent of the shooting scenes and 66.2 percent of th~ non-

shooting scenes .. 

[INSERT TABLES 55 AND 56 HERE] 

Ttle clay of the week of the incident is shown '1n Table 57 and the month 

'of the year in Table 58. Monday, July, and October stand out as periods of 

fewer combined incidents. Thursday, Saturday, April, May, and August stand 
.. 

out as hi gher shoot; jIg per'~ ods--thoflgh scrr~e of the differences are sma 1 L 

[INSERT TAaLES 57 AND 58 HtREJ 

PersonaT Dat~: ODodne~t 
! 

Table 59 shows the status of the opponent at the time of the incident. 

Almost hal f of the opponents we"e invol,'ed in violent crime (48.6 percent for 

the shoot ilnd 41.4 percent for the non-Shoot). Great variation over the 

cities in that regard (24.4 percent to 84.6 percent for shoot and 9.1 percent 
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TABLE 54, CHARAC~ERISTICS OF S?ECIFtC L~~ALS OF $HOOTI~G 

INSIDE: ~HAi TYPE OF PLACE 

f.!.n'. 
Count : 

Row ~ :Oakland, Binning- Miami,Fl Newark, 
Col ~ :CA ham,AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Tyee --------:--------:-.------:--------:--------: 

1. 4 Z 2 8 
Apartment 25.0 12.5 12.5 50.0 

2B.6 11.1 50. a 38.1 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 7 4 a 1 
House 5B.3 33.3 0.0 B.3 

50.0 22.2 0.0 4.<1 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: ., 2 5 1 2 ... 

Retail Store 20.0 : 50.0 10.0 : 20.0 
14.3 27.8 25.0 9.5 _: __ u _____ : ________ : ____ ~ ___ : ________ : 

4. 1 a a · 0_.1 · Bank 50.0 0.0 0.0 · 50.0 · 7.1 o. a a.o · 4.8 · 
.:--------:--~.----:--------:--------: 5. a 0 a · . 04 · !!!'I:st~urant/Bar 0.0 0,0 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 o. a 0.0 · 19.0 · .: _. ____ ",1_: ..... ____ : _______ .: ________ : 

6. a 1 0 1 
Factory/~arehouse: 0.0 5'.0 0.0 : 50.0 

r.6 O. a 4.8 

7. 
Office 

B. 
Other 

Column 
Total 

Non-Shoot 

CO\lnt 
Row ~ 
Col ~ 

0.0 . · . · -: ---.-----: ._-_ ...... -: --------: _.- -~.--: 

a 2 (I 

0.0 : 
0.0 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 : 100.0 
0.0 11.1 

-~--------:.-------: .. ------:--------: a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 

4 : 
44.4' : 
22.2 

1 
11.1 
25. a 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

. . 

14 
24.6 

Q.!E. 
:Oakland. 
:CA 

13 
31.6 

4 
7.0 

21 
36.3 

81rming- ~1ani,FL Ne~ark, 
han,AL NJ 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4.: 
ivoe _._---.. : .. _--_.-:._------: .. ----.-:--------: 

1. 3 1 1 9 -: 
AOllrt.':1ent 21 • .! 7.1 7.1 64.3 

37.5 50.0 . 100. a Q4.3 . • : ________ : ________ : ___ w ____ : ________ : 

2. 3 1 0 a 
House. 75,0 25.0 0,0 0.0 

37.5 50. a 0.0 0.0 
-:.-------:.-~-----:.-----.-:------.-: 3. 1 0 a 2 

Retail Store 33.3 0.0 0.0 66.7 
12.5 0.0 0.0 14.3 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5. 0 0 0 1 

i\estaurant,'Sar 0,0 0.0 0.0 : 100.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 

-:----. ---.--------:--------:--------: 
B. 1 a 0 2 

Other ~3.3 C.:> 0.0 56.7 
'" I: :>.0 0.0 g.3 -,- ,. 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Colu~n S 2 • l~ " -ota1 32.0 8.0 .!..O 56,0 

!Iumber of l'\1$s1n; o!:servlltfons • 
.... 
JI. 

ROI'l 
Total 

16 
28.1 

12 
21.1 

10 
17.5 

2 
3.5 

4 
7.0 

2 
3.5 

9 
15 .. 8 

57 
100.0 

Ro,~ 

Total 

14 
5Ci.0 

.; 
16.0 

3 
12.0 

1 
4.0 

3 
12.0 

". ,= 
100.0 
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TABLE 54, CHARACTERISTICS OF SPECIFIC LDCALS OF SHOOTING (continued) 

OUTSIDE: WHAT TYPE OF PLA:E 

Roadway 

Sidewalk 

Count : 
£ill. 

Row % :Oakland, Binning- H1aai,FL New~rk, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : Z. : 3. : 4. : 

~--.----:--------:----~---:--------:---.----: 1. 7: 49: ;0: 41: 137 
: S.l : 35.8 : 29.2 : 29.9 : 4B.1 
: 20.6 : 49.5 : 54.1 : 52.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------!--------! 
2. 9: 14: 9: 16: 48 

: 18.S : 29.2 : 18.S : 33.3 : 16.S 
: 26.5 : 14.1 : 12.2 : 20.5 : 

-:~-------:--------:--------:--------: 3.: 8: .11': 5: 5: 35 
Parking Lot : 22.2 : 47.2 : 16.7 : 13.9 : 12.6 

Park 
4. 

! 23.5 : 17.2 : 8.1 : 6.4! 

-:~-------:~-------:--------:--------~ 1: t: 1: 
33.3 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 
2.9: 1.0 : 1.4 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:----_._-: 

3 
1.1 

5. 9: 18: 18: 16: 61 
Other : 14.8 : 29.5 : 29.5 : 26.2 : 21.4 

: 26.5 : 1S.2 : 24.3 : 20.5 : 

Non-Shoot 

Type 

Roadway 

Sidewalk 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:.-------:-------~: 34 
11.9 

99 
34.7 

14 
25.0 

2SS 
100.0 

Count : 
.£.in'. 

Ro~ : :Oakland, Bi~ing- XiaMi,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,A!. :IJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : . ____ ... __ : .... ___ .. __ :., ~ ___ .. __ : ________ : .. ____ .J.: 
1. 3! 10: 10: 4: 27 

40.9 

2. 

3. 

• 11.1 : 37.0 : 37.0 : 14.8 : 
: 18.S : 50.0 : 52.6 : 36.4 : 

-:-~------:-.------:--------:~-------: : 7: 
: 46.7 : 
: 43.8 : 

Z: 3: 3: 15 
13.3 : 20.0 : 20.0 : 22.7 
10.0 : 15.8 : 27.3 : 

-:--------:-~------:---.-~--:--------: 1: 7: 0: 3: 11 
Parki ng Lot 9.1 : 63.6 : 

6.3 : 35.0 : 
0.0 : 27.3 :·16.7 
0.0 : 27.3 : 

Other 
5. 

Column 
Total 

-: .. ------:--------~--------:.-------: , <:, 
, " 
: 31 ~ : 
: 31.3 : 

1: 6: 
7.7 : 46.2 : 
5.0 : 31.6 : 

1: 13 
7.7 : 19.7 
9.1 : 

.:------.-:-.------:-~------:--------: 16 
24.2 

20 
30.3 

19 
28.8 

11 
16.7 

66 
100.0 

Number- of missing oeser'/ations .. la, 

,. • ...... I· ..... "'~ 
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TABLE 55, WEATHER Ai TIME OF INCIOS::IT 

Count : 
f.!lt 

Row ~ :Oakland, Bir.ning- l'\iami ,Fl Newark, Row 
Co 1 % :CA ham,AL NJ Tota 1 

Weather 1. ~ 2.: 3.: 4. : Condition • _______ : ________ :~ _______ :M-------:--------: 

C1 ear 

Rain 

Snow 

Other 

Non-Shoot 

1. 39 · 65 : 56 : 7 · · · · 22.0 : 36.7 : 37.3 : 4.0 : · · 100.0 : 57.0 : 84.6 : 87.5 : · 
-:--------:--------:--------:-~------: 2. 0 · 9 : 4 · 1 · · · · 0.0 · 64.3 · 28.6 : 7.1 : · · 0.0 : 7.9 · 5.1 : 12.5 : · -:.-------!--------:--------!--------: 

3. a : 1 : 0 · a · · · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 ! · · 0.0 · 0.9 : 0.0 : • Q •. O : · 
-:~.------:--------:~-------:--------: 5. a · 39 : 8 · a · · · · 0.0 · 83.0 · 17.0 : 0,0 : · · · 0.0 : 34.2 : 10.3 · 0,0 · · · · 
-:--------:~--~---:---.----:----~---: Column 39 114 18 8 

Total 16.3 47.7 32.5 3.3 

:
City 

Count: 

177 
74.1 

14 
5.9 

1 
0.4 

47 
19.7 

239 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland. Sir.ning- Miam1,Fl Newark. Row 
Co 1 ~ :CA ham,AL NJ Tota 1 

loIeather 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

Condition ----~.--:.-------:~-------:--------:--------: 
C1ear 

Snow 

Fog 

Other 

1.: 22: 21: 20: 1: 64 
1.6 : 92.8, 

33.3 : 

3. 

4. 

S. 

Column 
Total 

: 34.4 : 32.S.: 31.3 : 
: 91.7 : 95.5 : 100.0 : 

.:~------~:--------:~-------:-------.: 0 : 0 · a : 2 : · 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 · 0.0 : O. a : 56.7 · · · 

.:------.-:--------:--------:~-------: · 1 ~ 0 : a : 0 : · · 100. a : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : · 4.2 · 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:------*-: 
1 : 1 : 0 : 0 ! 

50.0 : 50.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
4.2 : !.5 : O. a : 0.0 : 

-: --------! ---'.----: --------: --_ .... ---: 
24 

34.S 
22 

31.9 
20 

29.0 
3 

4.3 

2 
2.9 

1 
1.4 

2 
2.9 

69 
100.0 

Numbe~ of missing observations • 145 

Combined 

Clear 
Rain 
Snow 
Faa 
Other 

78.3 
4.5 
0.9 
0.3 

15.9 
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TABLE 56. LIGHTING AT SCENE 

Shoot 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ To.tal 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Lighting --------:--------:--------:--------:--~-----: 

Good 

Fai r 

Poor 

'Non-Shoot 

Lighting 

Good' 

Fair 

Poor 

1. 18 · 45 · 47 : 3 · 113 · · · · 15.9 · 39.8 · 41. 6 · 2.7 · 46.9 . · · · · · · 50. a · 39.1 : 60.3 · 25.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 9 · 63 · 26 · a · 98 · · · · · 9.2 · 64.3 · 26.5 · 0.0 · 40.7 · · · · · · 25.0 · 54.8 · 33.3 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. · 9 · 7 · 5 · 9 · 30 · · · · · · 30.0 · 23.3 · 16.7 · 30.0 · 12.4 · · · · · · 25.0 · 6.1 · 6.4 · 75.0 · · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: Column 36 115 78 12 241 
Total 14.9 47.'7 32.4 5.0 100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------

1. 14: 15: 15: 1: 45 
31.1 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 2.2 : 66.2 
58.3 : 68.2 : 75.0 : 50.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 6: 7: 3: 0: 16 

0.0 : 23.5 
0.0 : 

: 37.5 : 43.8 : 18.8 : 
: 25.0 : 31.8 : 15.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 4 : 0: 2: 1: 7 

Column 
Total 

: 57.1 : 
: 16. 7 : 

0.0 : 28.6 : 14.3 : 10.3 
0.0 : 10.0 : 50.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 22 20 2 68 

35.3 32.4 29.4 2.9 100.0 

Number of missing observations = 144 

Combi ned 

Good 51. 2 
Fair 36.9 
Poor 12.0 

______________________ w ____ __ 
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TA8LE 57. DAY Or WE,K 

~ 

~ 
Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Sunday 

Hon·Shoot 

~ 
Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Satureay 

Suncay . 

Honcay 
'!'uescay 
liecnescay 
ih::rsc:ay 
Friday 
Satl!r(!IY 
Suncay 

:£.1ll 
Count 

Row ~ :Oa~land, aiming· !-!1ar.:i ,FL '\har~, =low 
Colo:. :C,I., ~al'.\.AL ':J ':'oul 

· 1.: 2.: 3.: £ .. : 

.-------:.-------:---.----:.-----"-:~~.--.--: 1. ~. 11' '0' o. 3S 
· 14.5 ; 31.4 ; 29:6 ; 25.7 ; 12.1 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

: 10.'; : 9.3 : 12.8 : 20.0 : 
-:--.-.--.:.-~-----:--.-----:.-------: 4: 18: 12: 5: 39 

lO.3 : 46.2 : 30.S : l2.8 : 13.3 
8.3 : 15.3 : 15.4 : 11.1 : 

-: .. ------:--------:--------:--------: 
7: 14: 12: 6: 39 

: 17.9 : 35.9 : 30.8 : 15.4 : 13.5 
! 14.6 : l1.S : 1S.~ : 13.3 : 

.; .. u··g··:····ig··:····i;-·:·· .. ·s··: 47 
: 19.1 : 40.4 : 27.7 : !2.S : 16.3 

18.8 : 16.1 : 16.7 : 13.3 : 
-~--.. ----:.-------:--------:--------: 5: 18: 11: 7: 42 
: 14.3 : 42.9 : 26.2 : 16.7 : l~.S 
: 12.5 : 15.3 : 14.1 : 15.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 12: 19: 
: 25.S : 40.4 : 
: 25.0 : lIS. 1 : 

8: a: 47 
17.0 : 17.0 : 16.3_. 
10.3 : 17.8 : 

~l-·---·--:·-------:----·---:----·---: 7.: 5: 19: 1Z: 4: 40 
: 12.5 : 47.S : 30.0 : 10.0 : 13.8 
: 10.4 : lIS. 1 : 15.4 : S.9 : _: ____ •• _.:_ •• _____ : ________ t ________ : 

Column 48 118 78 4S 289 
Total 10.1S 40.S 27.0 15.6 100.0 

Count :City 
Row % :Olkland, Binn1ng. Miamf,FL ~"Ir~. Row 
Col % :eA ham,AL SJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4.: 

1.: 2: 4: 1: 1: 8 
12.5 : :2.5 : 11.4 
8.3·: S.l : 

: 25.0 : 50.0 : 
S.l ; 13.2 : 

2. ·:-----S-·:---·-5--:~----;--:-----i--: 16 
; 31.3 ; 31.3 ; 25.0 ; 12.5 ; 22.9 
: 20. a : 22.7 : 33.3 : :5.7 : 

.! _.-•• ---: • __ ......... : ----_ .. --;.-------: 

3. : 3 : 4 : .j : Ii : 13 
: 23.1 : 30.8 : 0.0 : ::.2 : 18.6 · 12.5 : 18.2 ~ 0.0 : :v. 0 : · .:---.. ---:-----~--:-----.--:--.-----: 

4 • • . . 0: 1: 
0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0: 4.5: 

t: I! 
33.3 : !3.3 : 
8.3 : :.3 : 

l 
4.3 

-:--------:-.. _----:--------:--------: 
S. : 8 : 3 : 1 : 1 : 13 

: Iil.5 : 23.1 : ·7.7 : 7.7 : 18.5 
· 33.3 : 13.5 : a.3 : 8.3 : · 

.:.--~----:------.-:--.-----:--------: 6. I 4 . 4 I 1 : 0 : 9 . 
: 44.,s : 44.4 : 11.1 : j.O : 12.9 

16.7 : 18.2 : S.~ : :.0 : 
.:~---.---:--------:--------:--------: 7.: 2: 1: ,s: 1: 8 

Column 
70Jtal 

: 25.0 : 12.5 : 50.0 : ~!.S : ll.4 
B.3 : 4.5: 33.3 : 5.3: 

.:.-.-.---:~----~--:.-------:-------~: 

" •• 0 

15. , . .... . ~ .,;. 
15. 
U. 
1:!. 

22 
31.'; 

12 
17.1 

!2. iO 
1:'.1 100.0 
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TABLE 58. MONTH OF THE YEAR 

Sho:ot 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Co1 % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Month ------~-:--------:--------:--------:----.---: 

1.: 6: 10: 7: 7: 30 
January : 20.0: 33.3: 23.3: 23.3: 8.5 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

2 •. 

12 .. 5: 8.5: 9.0: 6.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:---_._--: 

2: 8: 5: 10: 25 
8.0 : 32.0 : 20.0 : 40.0 : 7.1 
4.2: 6.8: 6.4: 9 • .l : 

-:-~------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 4: 10: 2: 6: 22 

4. 

5 .. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Column 
Total 

: 18.2 : 45.5 : 
8.3 : 8.5 : 

9.1 : 27.3 : 6.2 
2.6 : 5.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 6 · 11 · 12 · 9 · 38 · · · · · · 15.8 · 28.,9 · 31.6 · 23.7 · 10.7 · · · · · · 12.5 · 9;3 · 15 .. 4 · 8.2 · · · · · · _: ________ :_R ______ : ________ : ________ : 

· 9 · 13 · 6 · 11 · 39 · · · · · · 23 .. 1 · 33 .. 3 · 15.4 · 28.2 · 11.0 · · · · · · 1.8. a · 11.0 · 7.7 · 10.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
6 · 13 · 4 · H · 35 · · · · 17.1 · 37.1 · 11.4 · 34.:3 : 9.9 · · · 12.5 · 11.0 · 5.1 · 10.9 · · · · · 

-:-------~:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · 4 · 4 · 10 · 20 · · · · 10.0 · 20.0 • 20.0 · 50.0 · 5.6 · · · · 4.2 · 3.4 · 5.1 · 9.1 · · · · · 

-:--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · 12 • 13 · 11 · 38 · • · · 5.3 · 31. 6 · 34.2 · 28.9 · 10.7 · • · · 4.2 · 10.2 • 16.7 · 10.0 · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:---~----:~-------: · 4 · 10 • 6 · 12 · 32 · • · · · . 12.5 · 31.3 · 18.8 · 37.5 · 9.0 · · · · · 8.3 · 8.5 • 7.7 · 10.9 · · · · · - --------:--------!--------:--------· · a 8 · 2 · 3 · 13 · · · 0.0 · 51.5 · 15.4 · 23.1 · 3.7 · · · · 0.0 · 6.8 · 2~ 6 · 2.7 · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:-----~--! 

3 · 7 · 8 · 12 · 30 · · · · 10.0 · 23.3 · 26.7 · 40.0 · 8.5 · · · · 6.3 · 5.9 : 10.3 · 10.9 : · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4 · 12 · 9 · 7 · 32 · · · · 12.5 · 37.5 · 28.1 · 21.9 · 9.0 · · · · 8.3 · 10.2 · 11.5 · 6.4 : · · · _:~ _______ : ________ : ________ : _____ M __ 

48 118 78 110 354 
13.6 33.3 22.0 31.1 100.0 
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TABLE 58. MO~ITH OF THE YEAR (col'ltinued) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count · , 
row " : Oak 1 and, 6i rm;ng- ":iami,FL ~ewark, Row If 

Col .. :CA ham,AL :tJ Total If 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

~ .-------:--~-----!.--~----:.-------:.--~----: 1. 1 · 2 : 1 · 4 : 8 · · January 12.5 · 25.Q : L2.5 : 50.0 : 8.3 · 4.2 : 9.1 : 4.8 : 13.B : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2. 1 · 2 · 1 · 8 · 12 · · · · February 8.3 , 16.7 , a.3 : 66.7 : 12.5 · · 4.2 · 9.1 : 4.8 : 27.6 · · · 
.:--------:--------:--------:---~----: 3. 3 ! i\ · Z : 3 : 12 · March , 25.0 · 33.3 · 16.7 · 25.0 : 12.5 · · · · · 12.5 · 18.2 · 9.5 : 10.3 · · · · · 
-:----.---:-------~.:---.----:--------: 4. : Z · 1 : 4 : 6 : 13 · April · 15.4 : 7.7 · 30.8 : 46.2 · 13.5 · · · 8.3 • 4.5 · 19.0 0 20.7 · • · · · fir: .-.... - __ .. = --------1,,: --., ____ : ---... ---: 

5. 0 5 : 1 · 2 : 1 · 9 · · · , 
May · 55.6 · 11.1 · 22.2 · 11.1 · 9.4 · , · , , 

, 20.8 · 4.5 · 9.5 , 3.4 , 
0 • · · , 

.. : ----_ .. --: -------.. ~; --- ... ----:. --.;'.,. .. _--: 
6. : 1 : a : 3 · 2 · 6 , , 

June · 16.7 · 0.0 , 50.0 : 33.3 , 6.3 · · · , 
4.2 : 0.0 · 14.3 · 6.9 : · · .. : --------: ------- .. : ---...-----: --_ .. --_ .. : 

7. 0 , 1 · a · 0 : 1 · · · July 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 1.0 
0.0 · 4.5 · 0.0 : 0.0 : · · 

-:--~~.---:--------:--------:--------: a. 0 4 ; 0 · 1 0 a ! 5 0 · · August : 80.0 : 0.0 · '0.0 : 0.0 · 5.2 • · : 16.7 · 0.0 : 4.8 : C. Q : · 
-:.-------:--------:---~----:---.----: 9. , 2 : l' · a : 3 : 6 0 · September : 33.3 , 16.7 , 0.0 · 50.0 · 6.3 0 , · , 

4.5 O. Q 10.3 

October 

Nover.:ber 

Oecer.lber 

Combined 

January 
February 
"!arch 
Apri I 

B.3 0 · : 0 , · , 

-:.-------:----~---:.-------=---.----: 10. 0 2 : 2 · 3 : 0 : 7 · · : 28.0 0 28.6 : 42.9 : 0.0 : 7.3 · 8.3 · 9.1 · 14.3 · 0.0 : · · · 
·:----~---t----~---:--------:--------: 11. 3 · 5 · 1 · 0 · 9 · · · · 33.3 : 55.6 : 11.1 · 0.0 : 9.4 · 12.5 : 22.7 · 4.3 : 0.0 · · · 
.:----.---:----~---:.-------:--------: lZ. 0 : 3 · 3 · 2 · 8 · • · 0.0 : '37.5 · 37.5 · 25.0 · 8.3 · · · 0,0 : 13.6 · 14.3 • 0.9 : · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Co1unn 24 22 21 29 96 
Total 25.0 22.9 21.9 30.2 100.0 

q -II -- :;),. 

8.3 
7.6 

11.3 

~ay 
June 
July 
August 

lO.i~ 
9.1 
4,6 
9.5 

Se:l:e':l!)er 8 • .!~ 
Oc~O!ler . --.ll 
Novo;!"l:ler 8.7 
:lec~~e( a.9 
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to 90.0 percent) reflects differences in state and law departmental policy. 

These differences produce similar variation for persons committing property . 
crimes (3.8 percent to 41.2 percent for shoot and 0.0 percent to 54.5 percent' 

for non- shoot) • 

[INSERT TABLE 59 HERE] 

Table 60 shows status of opponent vis-a-vis the officer at the moment of 

use (or non-use) of deadly force. A substantial proportion of the opponents 

were fleeing from the shooters (48.9 percent). Of course variations in that 

category over cities (40.4 percent to 76.8 percent) stem from law and policy 

differences. There were almost as high a proportion of attacking as fleeing 

opponents to the shooters (46.6 percent) and even greater vari at; on over 

cities (20.7 percent to 71.3 percent). For non-shooters, the categories 

fleeing and attacking produced respective percentages of 25.5 and 53.2. 

[INSERT TABLE 60 HERE] 

Weapons of opponents are summarized in Table 61. A bit over one-third 

of the opponents of shooters (37.4 percent) had no weapons. The correspondin9 

value for non-shooters is 11.6 percent. Handguns were carried by 34.8 percent 

of the opponents of shooters and 67.4 percent of the opponents of non-shooters. 

Almost one-tenth of the opponents of shooters (9.3 percent) had knives. One . 
conspicuous feature of the table is the extent of variation over cities. For 

e~ample, the percentage of opponents of shooters who carried no weapon ranged 

from 28.8 to 61.0, the percentage who carried a handgun ranged from 23.2 to 

37.9, and the percentage carrying a knife ranged from a low of 2.4 to a high 

of 15.4. 

[INSERT TABLE 61 HERE] 
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TASLE S9. OPPOSE!lT'S i!QL~ :N !NCIOr,lIi 

~ 

l!.!!l!. 
Bystander' 

City 
Count : 
Row: :Oakland, 6irmin9- ~i.~l.FL ~ewark. 
Col: :eA harn.AL ~IJ 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: ~.: ... -•.. -~ •.. -.• --:~~ .. -.• -:.-~ .. --*:--~.-.-~: 
Z. 0: 0: 0: Z: 

0.0: 0.0: 0.0: 100.0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 ! t.B ; .: •. ___ ._.:. ____ .~_:.-w-----: .. -•. ---: 

, .... -__ .. _~I;'~~''''''''''------''' 

Row 
Total 

2 
a,s 

3.: i \ 14 ~ Z t Z; 20 
Suspicious Person: 10.0 : 70.0 : 10.0 : 10.0: 5.5 

: 3.8 : 11. a : 2.4 : 1.8 = 
-:.----.--:.-----_.:-._-----:--------: 

Mentally 4.' l' 4' Z· 0: 7 
Disturbed ; 14.3 ; 57.1 ; tS.6 ; 0.0: 1.9 
Person 1.9 : 3.4 : 2.4 : 0.0: 

Person Urtder S. 
Influece of 
Alcohol 

Person Und.r 6. 
Infl \IenCe of 
Drugs 

-:.---.. --: .. ~---.-:--.-----:.---.---: · t· 3' O' ~. 
• 14.3 ; 42.9 ; 0.0 ; 42.9 ; 

t. 9: Z. s! O. a : 2. 7 : 
-:.-.. ' ~--:-.~---.-:--.-----:.-------: J: Z: 0: 1: 

0.0 : 56.7 : 0.0: 33.3 : 
0.0: 1.7 : 0.0 : 0.9 : 

-;-----.--t·-----·-:--·-·--~:--------= 1.: 2: 2: 5: J = 
Traffic Violator: 16.7 : 16.7 : 41.7 : 25.0 : 

3.a : 1.7 : 6.1 ! 2.7 : 
.:-------.:.~----~-:.--.----:---~----: 

7 
1.9 

3 
0.8 

12 
3.3 
.... '-

Per$on t~ a.' 44' 29: 31: 73: 117 
a1tting Violent ; 24.9 ; 16.4 : 17.5 : 41.2 : 48.6 
Crim. : 84.6 : 24.4 : 37.8 : 65.8 : 

-: .. --.~ .. :.-----.. :------~:--.. ----: 
Person cc;m.. 9.: 2: 49: 31: 18: 100 
mittin9 Property: 2.0: 49.0 : 31.0 : 18.0 = 27.5 
CMm. 3.11 : 41.2 : 37.8 • 16.2 : 

-: .. ---~ .. :------.-:.-.----~:.-.. ----; 
10.: O! lS: 11: 8: 34 

Oth.r 0.0 : 4~.1 : 32.4 : 23.S : 9.3 
0.0 : 12.6 : 13.4 : 7.2: 

.;.-------:-----~-~-----.--:.-.~----: Person Underll. 0: 1: 0: 1: 2 
Influence of 0.0 : 50.0 ! 0.0 : 50.0; O.S 
Alchohol & Drugs: 0.0 : O.S : 0.0 : 0.9 : 

·t~-------:------~-:--·-----:--------: Column 52 119 S2 111 364 
Tot.l 14.3 32.7 Z2.i 30.5 100.0 

/Ion-Shoot 
City 

Count : 
Row: :Oakland, 8t~inq- ~i~~1,FL ~ew.rk, 
Col : :C~ h.m,AL ~J 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:-.-----.:-._-----:--------: 

3. : 2: Z: 3: 2: 
22.2 : 22.2 : 33.3 : 22.2 : 
8.3 : 9. t : 104.3 : 6.7 : 

Suspicious Per~on: 
.:. ____ • __ :_~-__ ._:. _______ :.M------: 

Person Under S. : 3 : 1 : 0 · 0 : · Influence of . · 75.0 : 25.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 · · · AlCOhOl · 12.5 : 4.5 :. 0.0 · 0.0 : · · 
·~~----~--t··----·-:·-------:·-------: P,..,on Under 6. · 2 : 2 : 1 : 0 : · Inf1uencII of : 40.0 . 40.0 : 20.0 : 0.0 · . · Orugs 8.3 : 9.1 : L.S ~ 0.0 · · 

7. t: 3: 3: o : 
Traf~lc Violator { 25.0 : 3i.5 : 37.S : 

8.3 : 13.6 : 14.3 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

Person com- e. 
IlIH.t.1n9 Violent 
Crime 

.:.-.-. ___ : ______ ~_~--·-___ ~t·-·~-_-·! 
: 10: 2: 7: 27: 
t 21~1 : ~.3: 15.2 : 52.7 : 
: '1.7 : 9.1 : l3.3 : 9il~ 0 : 

-:.-------:--.-.---:.------~:--------: 

Row 
ToUI 

I 

9 
9.3 

4 
4.1 

5 
5.2 

a 
8.2 

i'erson C~- 9.: 0: ~2: ~: 0,: t6 
Mtttt"9 ~.oucr~l' ~~~. ~~.o . :~.o . C.Q • !~~~ 
CrimI! 0.0 : ~. 5 : tS. ~ : 0.0 : 

-:.----.--:-~------: ... ¥---~:---.----: 10.: 5: 0: 3: 1: 9 
Oth~r t 55.5 : ~.Q ; 33.3 : 11.! : 9.3 : ,~.S ~ :3.0 : 1:.2 : l.l : 

.:~--... --: .. ----.. :.-.--... :---.----: 
Colunr. 2t %2 2~ 30 ~7 
ie:~l 2:.; 22.; Z~.6 30.~ ~OO.O 
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7,;aLE 00. SUBJE.CT'S PHYstCAL Sr';7'JS ~E:;;'RO:'IG CFrIC~R A 
MOr·1E11T OF USE :CR .·IO·l-US~) OF FOrlC:: 

Ci~v 
Count :-----

Row ~ :OaKland, 31r:nlna- M1dmi,rL I/ewark, 
Col ~ ~C" ham,AL· , !lJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: ________ !._. ____ .:._.w __ ._:. ___ .. ~_:-~-.----~ 
1.: 3: 2: 1: o! 

Non-moving, lIon-: 50.0 : 33.3 : 16.7 : 0.0 : 
Contro11ed 5.8: 1.7 : 1.2 ! 0.0 : 

-:.-------:.-~-----:.-.-----:------.-: 
90n-mov1ng. 2.: 1: 
Easily Contolled: 33.3 : 

1.9 ! 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 ! 

0: 2: 
0.0 : 66.7 : 
0.0 : 1.9 : 

.:.-.-----:.-.---.-:.-------:.-----~-: 
llon-movi ng. 3. 
o if" 1 cult to 
Control 

: 2 ~ 1 ~ 
: 50.0 : 25.0 : 

3.8 : 0.9 : 

o! 1 ~ 
0.0 : 25.0 : 
0.0 : 0.9 : 

-:-------~:--------:--------:--.---.. : 

~ow 
Total 

6 
1. 7 

3 
O.S 

oS 

1.1 

4.,: 25: 48: 17: 77: 167 
: IS.0 : 28.7 : 10.2 : 46.1 : 46.6 
: 48.1 : 41.4 : 20.7 : 71.3 : 

Attacldhg 

S.: 21: 63: 63: ~8: 175 
Fleeing .: 12.0 : 36.0 : 36.0 : 16.0 : 48.9 

: 40.4 : 54.3 : 76.8 : 25.9 : 
-:-~-~----:--------:--------:.-.-----~ 6. 0: 2: 1: 

In Custcdy 0.0 : 66.7 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 1.7 : 1.2 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

:lon-Shoot 

.:-------~:-------.:-.-----~:.-------: 
Column 

Total 

:£.!ll 
Count 

US 
32.4 

82 
22.9 

108 
30.2 

'Row: :Oakland, Sfr:ning-IHami,FI. Newark, 
Col: :CA ham,AL '{J 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4 .. : ________ : ___ w ____ : ___ • ____ :. __ ~ ___ w:---~---~: 

1.: 1: 1: 3: 0: 
:!on-moviIi9. non-: 20.0 : 20.0 : 60.0 : 0.0 :. 
controlled 4.3: 4.5: 15.0: 0.0 : 

-:-------.:--------:--------:--------: 
Non-moving, 2.: 1: 6: 1: 0: 
£asfly Controlled: tZ.5 : 75.0 : 12.5 : 0.0 : 

4.3 : ~7.3 : 5.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------~------.-:---.----:-.-.----: Non-mov'!ng, 3. · 2 • 0 · 3 · 1 · · • · · · DHfucul t to · 33.3 : 0.0 • 50.0 : 10.7 · · · · Conttol S.i : 0.0 · 15.0 · 3.~ · · · · .: ____ ~ ___ : ________ :. _______ :. __ w ____ : 

4. : l3 , 9 · 2 : 26 · · · · AttaC::kfng · 26.0 · 13.0 , 4.0 · 52.0 · · · · · · · 56.5 : ~0.9 
, 10.0 · as.7 · · · · · 

.:----~---:--------:.---.-.-:--------: 5. · 6 · 5 · 11 : 2 : · · · Fleeing · 25.0 · 20.S · 45.a · 8.3 : · · · · · 26.1 · 22.7 · 55.0 : :: Q : · , · ... 
-:.---~---:.---~---!.---.---:.-------: 

5. 0 · • · 0 · 0 · · ~ · · · In CuStody 0.0 · 100,0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · :l.0 : . . · ,., : C.O : -tl: · 
-~--------!.---.---!.---~---!.-------: Colunn 23 ,2, 20 29 

Total 24.5 23,.1 ,,\ . .:..,J ;O.~ 

~un~er o( nfss119 co~ervattons • !l 

3 
0.8 

358 
100.0 

qow' 
iota1 

5 
5.3 

a 
8.5 

6 
6.4 

!iO 
53.2 

2~ 
25.S 

1 
1.1 

c' .-::0.':> 
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TABLE 61. OPPONENT'S WEAPON 

llll!!! 
None 

Handgun 

Shot Gun 

Long Gun 

Knife 

Count : £.l..Sl 
Row ~ :Oakland, 
Col -: :CA 

Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
ham,AL tlJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--.-----:--------:.--~----:.-------:.-------: 1. 15 37 

28.0 
31.9 

50 
37.9 
61. a 

30 
22.7 
28.8 

2. 

3. 

: 11.4 
: 29.4 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
22 

: 17.9 
': 43.1 

44 
35.8 
37.9 

19 
15.4 
23.2 

38 
30.9 
36.5 

-:--------:-.------:--------: .. ------: 
1 

S.O 
2. a 

9 
45.0 
7.8 

2 
10.0 
2.4 

8 
40.0 
7.7 

-:--------:-_.-----: ~-------: .. ------: 
4.: 4 2 a 2 

: 50.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 
7.8 1.7 0.0 1.9 

-:.-------:--------:.--.~---:--------: 5.: 4 11 2 15 
: 12.1 33.3 6.1 48.5 

7.8 9.5 2.4 15.4 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

6. 
Blunt 
Instrument 

1 
: 10.0 

2.0 

1 
10.0 
0.9 

1 
10.0 
1.2 

7 
70.0 
6.7 

Other 

Non-Shoot 

lIone 

Handgun 

Shot Gun 

Long Gun 

Knife 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
7.: 8 12 

44.4 
10.3 

8 
29.6 
9.8 

3 
11.1 
2.9 

Column 
Total 

Count 
Row -: 
Col % 

: 14.8 
7.8 

-:-·-si---:··-ii6--:----SZ--:---io;--: 
14.4 32.9 23.2. 29.5 

Cltv -: 
:Oakland, 
:eA 

Binning- Mlaml,FL Newark, 
ham,AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: . 4.: ________ : ________ :. _______ e ________ : ________ : 

1.: 2 1 
9.1 
4.5 

4 
36.4 
20.0 

4 
36.4 
13.8 

: 18.2 
8.3 

.:----_.--:--------:--------:--------: 
2. : 16 15 

23.4 
68.2 

14 
21.9 
70.0 

19 
29.7 
61\.5 

: 25.0 
: 156.7 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 2 5 

50.0 
22.7 

1 
10.0 
5.0 

2 
20.0 
6.9 

: 20.0 
': 8.3 
.:----~---:.-------:.--.----:--------: 4. 2 a 

0.0 
0.0 

1 
25.0 
5.0 

1 
25.0 

5. 

6. 

: 50.0 
8.3 3.4 

-:--------:--------:--------:----_!_-. . 2 
: 40.0 

8.3 

1 
20.0 
':.,5 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

2 
':0.0 

I: (I 
w •• 

-:--------:._------:--------:--------: 
Slunt 

Inst.rur.'Ient 

o 
0.0. 
C. Q 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

o 
C.O 
C.O 

: 1 
: lCC.O -. J." 

Colu::'!n 
Total 

_: ________ :. _______ :.u ______ ~.----_--: 

24 
25.3 

22 
23.2 

20 
21.1 ~o.s 

Row 
iotal 

132 
37.4 

123 
34.8 

20 
5.7 

8 
2.3 • 

33 
9:3 

10 
2.8 

27 
7.6 

353 
100.0 

Row 
Total 

11 
11.6 

64 
67.4 

10 
10.5 

4 
4.2 

5 
5.3 

1 
1.1 

95 
tCO.O 
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Tabl~ 62 cont~ins sex of opponent and Table 53 race of opponent. As one 

expects, almost a1·, opponents were males. And in accord with the results of 

previous studies, most opponents were blacks--72.2 percent for shooters and 

78.6 percent for non-shdoters. Hispanic opponents of shooters are substantial 

in size in Newark (16.1 percent) as well as in Miami (28.0 percent). 

[INSERT TABLES 62 AND 63 HERE] 

Age, Weight, and height of opponent are shown in Tables 64) 65, and 66, 

respecttvely. Almost 75 percent of the opponents of shooters were between 16 

and 30 (74.9 percent); the comparab1e figure for non-shooters is almost as 

high (67.7 percent). It is pp.rhaps of some interest that almost half of the 

oppo~ents in Newark were in the age range 21-25 (46.2.percent). 

There is nothing particularly conspicuous in the weight and height 

dit.tributions.. But the gener~il class of opponents ;s surely not heavy ar 

tall. Note that the opponents in Miami tend to be lighter ard shorter than 

elsewhere--unquestionab1y st~mming from the higher proportion of Hispanic 

opponents i'n that city. 

[INSERT TABLES 64, 65, AND 66 HEREJ 

Tab 1 e 67 presents the work status of the opponent. Cl early, peopl:e in 

the"white collar and professional categories are almost completely out of the 

scene (2.2 percent among shooters and 0.0 percent among non-shooters). The 

percentage of unemployed opponents of non.-shooters (38.7 percent) is very 

nearly twice that of shooters (19.4 percent). Several of the numbers are 

·ver·y 10w (as, for example, a total of two in Birmingham for non-shCloters), 

because of the difficulty of getting background information on opponents. 

[INSERT TABLE 67 HERE] 
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TABLE 62. SEX OF OPPONENT 

Shoot 

Status .. 
Male 

Female 

Non-Shoot 

Status 

City 
Count ~ 

Row % :Oakland, Birming-· Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:-~------:--------:--------:--------: 

1 .. : 50: 114: 82: 90: 336 
: 14.9 : 33.0 : 24.4 : 26.8 : 98.2 
: .96.2 : 98.3 : 98.8 : Sa.9 : _: ________ :~ ______ o:-~------:--------: 

2.: 2: 2: 1: 1: 6 

Column 
Tota' 

~ 33.3 : 33.3 : 16.7 : 16.7: 1.8 
3.8 : 1.7 : 1 .. 2: l.l·"!~ 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 52 
15.2 

Cit.z: 

116 
33.9 

83 
24 .. 3 

91 " .~42 
26.6 . 100.0 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: .3.: 4 .. : 
--------:--------:--_._---:--------:--------: 

1.: 24: 21: 21: 30: 96 
: 25.0 : 21.9 : 21 .. 9 : 31.3 : 98.0 

Mal e : 100. 0 : 95. 5 : 100 • a : 96. 8 : 
-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 2. a · 1 · 0 · 1 · 2 · · · · 0.0 · 50.0 · 0.0 · 50.0 · 2.0 · · · · Fenlale 0.0 · 4.5 · 0.0 · 3.2 · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:----~---:-----~--: 

Column 24 22 . 21 31 98 
Total 24.5 22.4 2i.4 31.6 100.0 
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TABLE 63. RACE OF OPPONENT 

Shoot 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Status --~-----:--------:-~------:--------:--------: 

1.: 7: 25: 17: 5 ~ 54 
: 13.0 : 46.3 : ~1.5 : 9.3 : 15.7 

Caucasian : 13.5 : 21.2 : 20.7 : 5.4 : 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Other 

Non-Shoat 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. .. 41 · 93 · 42 · 73 • · · · · · . 

16.5 37.3 16.9 29.3 · · · · · · · · · · · 78.8 .. 78.8 · 51.2 · 78.5 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 3. 1 · 0 · 23 · 15 · · · · · 2.6 · 0 .. 0 · 59 .. 0 · '38 .. 5 · · · · · 1 .. 9 · 0.0 · 28.0 · 15.1 · · · · · 
-:--------!--------:--------:---~--~-: 4. · 1 · 0 • 0 · 0 · · · • · · · 100 .. 0 · 0.0 • 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 1 .. ;9 · 0.:0 · Q.O · 0.0 · 0 • · · -: --------: -------- :.-----_ ... : .,--... ---: 

6. 0 '2 · 0 · 0 · 0 · · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 3.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 .. 0 · · 0 · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 52 118 82 93 
Total 15.1 34.2 23.8 27.0 

City 
Count : 

249 
72.2 

39 
11.3 

1 
0.3 

2 
0.6 

345 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Co1 % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2.: 3.: 4.: 
·Status --------:--------:--------:~-------:--------: 

1. 1: 7: 2: 3: 13 
7.7 : 53.8 : 15.4 : 23.1 : 13.3 

Caucasian 4.2 : 31.8 : 9.5 : 9.7 : 
-:-----~-~:--------:--------:-------~: 2.: 23; 15: 13: 26: 77 

: 29.9 : 19.5 : 16.9 : 33.8 : 78.6 
Bl~ck : 95.8 : 68.2 : 61.9 : 83.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 0 · 0 · 6 · 2 · 8 · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 75.0 · 25.0 · 8.2 · · · · Hispanic 0.0 · 0.0 · 28.6 · 6.5 · · · · · _: _____ M __ : ________ :~ _______ : ________ : 

Column 24 22 21 31 98 
Total 24.5 22.4 21.4 31.6 100.0 
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TABU 64. AG! Or OrPONr:~tT 

Count 
ROil ': 
Col -; 

f.1J1 · ;Oai(lano, 61r:::1n9- I';hm1.FI. ltelo'arx, 
:CA ham,At.. ItJ 

1. : 2. : j.: -=.: ----_ .. _; ........ : ........ : .... __ .. : ... -----: 
11.15 years 

lo .. 2t1 ,l'urs 

21-25 years 

25 .. 30 years 

31 .. 40 years 

41 .. 50 yelrs 

51.60 yurs 

61 and over 

2. 0: 2: 5: 4: 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

0.0 : lS.2 : 45.S : 36.4 I 
0.0 I 1.9: 6.6 I 5.2 I 

.: ____ • ___ :~ _____ ._: •• n __ - __ :.---____ : 

\l · 23 . : l!l I 15 I · : 16.2 · ::.5 : 27.9 : 22.! : · : U. G · 22.3 I 25.0 : 23.1 : · -:----_._.: .. ------: .. ---._-:--------: 
17 : 37 · 22 : 30 : · · l6.0 · 34.9 : 20.8 : 2S.3 : · · · 33.3 : 35.9 : 28.9 : ~6.2 : · -:.-.---.-;--------t---.. -~--t-----.--t 6 · 19 · 14 : 8 : · · · 12.8 · 40.4 · 29.8 : 17.0 : · · · : U.8. : 18.4 : 18.4 · 12.3 : · -: .. ------:--------:--------:--------: 

I 11 : 15 : 11 : 5 : 
I 26.2 I 35.7 : 26.2 : 11.9 : 

· 21.6 : 14.6 : 14.5 : 7.7 : · -:--------:--------:-----_.-:--------: 
I 5 I 4 : 4 : 1 : 
I 35.7 : 28.6 : 28.6 : 7.1 : 
I 9.8 : 3.9 : 5.3 : 1.5 : 

-:.---.---:-.---~--:--------:--.. ----: 
: 1 : 2 · 1 : 2 : · · 16.7 · 33.3 : 16.7 : 33.3 : · · 2.0 : 1.9 : 1.3 : 3.1 : 

.:.-------:------.-:.-.-----:.--~----: 0 : 1 · 0 : 0 ~ · 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 1.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · · · 

.~-----.--:-.----.-:.-------:--------: 

lllhi 
ic:al 

:1 
3.7 

sa 
23.1 

106 
l:. !I 

47 
15.9 

14 
4.7 

6 
2.0 

• 1 
0.3 

Column 51 103 76 65 295 
Totll 17.3 34.9 25.8 22.0 100.0 

Non-Shoot 

Count : ill!. 
Row: :Oakllnd, B1~ln9- Mi4mi,F~ N~.rk, 
Col ~ !CA ham,AL MJ 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--_._---:-._-----: ... -----:-._. __ .-:---_._.-: 

1. I 1: 0: 0: 0: 
I 100.0 : 0.0: 0.0: 0.0 : 

4.2 : 0.0 : Q.O: 0.0 : 
-:*----~--:.-------:--.----.:---.----: 

Row 
ioul 

1 
1.1 

2. ' 0: 0: 0: 2: 2 
0.0 : 0.0: 0.0 : ~OO.O : 2.2 

I1-1S ye.rs 0.0 I 0.0 : 0.0 : 7.7 : 
.!.-------:~.----~-:--~-.---: ..... ---; 

3. 3 : 4· : 6 : 6 , 19 · : 15.8 : 21.1 I 31.6 : 31.6 : 20.4 
16.20 ye,rs : 12.5 : 19.2 : 28.0 : 23.1 : 

.:~----.--:.-----.-:--.-----:---.----: 4. S : , : ~ : 15 : 23 
· H.9 : 14.3 : 14.3 : 5:3.6 : 30.1 · 21-25 yeirs : 20.8 : IB.2. : 19.0 : 57.7 : 
-:~----.--: .. ----.-:--.----.:.-.-----: 

S. : S · 5 : I. : 1 : 16 , 
: 31.3 : 17.5 : 25.0 : 6.3 : 17.2 

Z6.30 years : 20.S : 27.3 : 19.0 : J. a : 
-;----_.--: .. ------:--------:--------: 

6. I ~ : 6 : :1 : 1 : 11. 
: 28.5 : ~Z.9 : 21.4 : 7.1 : 15.1 

31 • .1.0, years l6.1 : 27.3 : 14.3 : 3.8 I 

-:--------:--------:-.. -----:--------: 
7. : 3 : 2 : 3 : 1 : 9 

: 33.3 : 22.2 : 33.3 : 11.1 : S. ~ 
41-50 yurs 12.5 I 9.1 : l~.j : 3:S : 

.,~-------:.--.-.--:--·---·-I·-------: a. , 1 I il : a I a : . · . 
: 100.0 I 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : . ... 

51-60 years !.2 : 0.0 : 0.0 I 0.0 : 
-:-----.--:----.---:-----.--:----~---: 

~. : 2 : 0 : 1 : a : 3 
: 55.7 : O.il : 33.3 : 0,0 : l.Z 

61 4nd aver a.3 · iJ.O : ':.3 : J.O : _! ________ : ________ : ________ t _____ • __ : 

Calun., " -- ZZ 21' Z5 91 
ro:al ,5.3 Z3.7 Z2.6 "I .. ....... '-' • f\I'\ ~ 

... v ..... 
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TABLE 6(;, WEIGHT OF QPP'JM:"IT 

:illr Count; 
Rc'~ ~ :Oakland, air;;1int;~ IHami,FL tlewark, 
Col: :CA ham,AL NJ 

1 •. : 2.: 3.:' 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 1: 1: o : 
0.0 : 

~ow 
Total 

2 
0.8 

Under 100 lbs. 

a ~ 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

50.0 : 50.0 : 
1.0: 1.3: O. a : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 10: 32: 44: 8: 94 

! 10.5 : 34.0 : 46.8 : a.s : 39.8 
100-150 lbs. : 22.7 :. 33.3 : 57.9 : 40.0 : 

-:--------!--------!--------:--.----~: 3.: 20. : 30: 21: 5: 76 
: 26.3 : 39.5 : 27.6 : 6.6 : 32.2 

151-175 Ibs. : 45.5' : 31.3 : 27.6 : 25.0 : 
-:--------:--------:---~----:-------.: 4~: 11: 25: 8 ~ 6: 50 
: 22.0 : 50.0 : 15.0 : 12.0 : 21.2 

176-200 lbs. : 25. a : 26. a : 10.5 : 30.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

$.: 3: 2: 1: 1: 7 
: 42.9 : 28.6 : 14.3 : 14.3 : 3.0 

t01-2251bs. 6.8 : 2.1: l.3: 5.0 : 

226 lbs. 
and over 

Non-Shoot 

o. 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: o :6: 1: 
0.0 : 85.7 : 14.3 : 
O. a : 6.3 : 1.3: 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
44 

18.6 
96 

40.7 
76 

32.2 
20 

8.5 

7 
3.0 

236 
100.0 

•
City 

Count 
Row ~ :Oakland, Sirming- Mia~l.FL Newark, Row 
Co I % :CA ham,AL NJ Tota I 

1.: 2.: 3.:· 4.: 
---~----:--------:~---.---:--"-~---:--------: 

1.: 1: .0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 
1.2 

Under 100 lbs. 

2. 

100-150 lbs. 

3. 

151-175 lbs. 

4. 

116-200 lbs. 

5. 

201-225 lbs. 

6. 
226 lbs. 
and over 

Column 
Total 

: 100.0 : 
4.2 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------:--------: : 6: 6: 7: 4': 23 
: 26.1 : 26.1 : 30.4 : 17.4 : 28.0 
: 25,0 : 28.6 : 33.3 : 25.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 11: 11: 5: 4::n 
: 35.5 : 35.5 : 16.1 : 12.9 : 37.8 
: 45.8 : 52.4 : 23.8 : 25.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 4: 2: 7: 6: 19 
: 21.1 : 10.5 : 36.S : 31.6 : 23.2 
: 16.7 : 9.5 : 33.3 : 37.5, : 

-!--------:--------:.-------:--------! 
: 1: 1: 2: 2: 6 
: 16.7 : 16.7 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 7.3 

4.2 : ~.8 : 9.5 : 12.5 : 
-:-"------:--------:--------:--------: 

: 1: 1: 
: 50.0 : 50.0 : 

4.2 ! 4.8 ! 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:._------:--------:--------: 
24 

29.3 
21 

25.6 
21 

25.6 
16 

19.5 

2 
2.'; 

82 
100.0 
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TABLE 66. HEIGHT OF OPPONENT 

§.~ 
Citv 

Count .---
Row ~ :Oakland, Bi~ing- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col: :CA ham,AL :lJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
_____ • __ :. _______ :. _______ :_~ ___ w __ :-----.--: 

6: 3: 2. : 4: 9: 
: 18.2 : 40.9 : 

8.9 : 9.5 : 
27.3 : 13.6 : 
7.8 : 16.7 : 

-:.-------:.-------:-~---~--:-----~--: 
3.: 29: 42: 56: 5: 

: 22.0 : 31.8 : 42.4 : l.8 : 
S'6 M _ 5'10· : 64.4 : 44.2 : 72.7 : 27.8 : 

-:--------:--------!----_.--:--_._---: 
4.: 11: 37: 15: 10: 

: 15.1 : 50.7 : 2Q.5 : 13.7 : 
5'11" _ 6'2· : 24.4 : 38.9 : 19.5 : 55.6 ~ 

-:--------:--------:----_._-:--------: 
5.: 1: 5: 0: 0: 

: 16.7 : 83.3: 0.0 : 0.0 : 
6'3" _ 6'6" 2.2: 5.3: 0.0 : 0.0: 

6. 

5'7" and ove" 

lion-Shoot 

-: -.. --.. -~-: -'""'----,--: --------: --------: 
o· : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 2: 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0: 2.1: 

,. __ -..II_ ..... , __ ... _~-...I_ ...... , ... ..... ..:J-!.It f -.". 

Row 
Total 

22 
9.4 

132 
56.2 

73 
31.1 

6 
2.6 
. -~-

2 
0.9 

235 
100.0 

Citv 
Count : ............. 
Row: :Oakland. Sinning- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col ~ :CA .ham,AL :iJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

-.----~-:--------!--------:-~------:--------: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 
1.3 

Under 5' 

5'0" - 5'5" 

. 1.: 1: 
: 100.0 : 

4.2 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
O. a : 

o : 
0.0 .: 
0.0 : 

-:.-------:.---~---:-~---.--:-----~--: o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

2.: 3: 3: 
: 50.0 : 50.0 : 
: 12.5 : 14.3 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

6 
7.9 

.: .-------: ------,.-: ---_ .... --: ----_ .... -: 
3.: 11: 8:, 14: 5: 38 

: .28.9 : 21.1 : 36.8 : l3.2 : 50.0 
S'6 K _ 5'10" : 45.8 : 38.1 : 55.7 : 50.0 : 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 4.: 9: 8: 7: 4: 28 
: 32.1 : 28.6 : 25.0 : 14.3 : 36.8 

5'11" _ 6'2" : 37.5 : 38.1 : 33.3 : ~a.o : 

6'3" - 6'6" 

5. 

Column 
Total 

0: 2: 
0.0: 56.; : 
0.0 : 9.5 : 

24 
31~6 

21 
27.6 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 10.0 : 

21 
27.6 !3.2 

76 
100.0 

I 
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TABLE 67. WORK STATUS OF OPPONENT 

Shoat 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Status --------:--------:~-------:-------~:----~---: 

1.. a · a · a · 1 · 1 · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 .. 0.0 · 100.0 · 1.1 · .' · · Professional 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 • 7.1 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2... a · 0 · 1 · a · 1 · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 1.1 · · · · White Co" ar 0.0 · 0.0 · 2.3 · O. a · · · · · 

-:---~----:----~---:-.------:---~----: 
3. · 8 · '11 · 11 · 4 · 34 · · · · · · 23.5 · 32.4 · 32.4 · 11.8 · 36.6 · · · · · Blue Co11ar · 61. 5 · '50.0 · 25.0 · 28.6 · · · · · · 

-:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 4: "5: 27: .. 3: 39 

: 10.3. : 12.8 : 69.2: 7.7: 41.9 
Other : 30.8 : 22.7 : 61.4 : 21.4 : 

5. 

Unemployed 

Column 
Total 

-:---~----:-------~:--------:--~-----: 
1: ;.6: 5: 6: 18 

_5" 6 : 3 3 :3 : 2:7. 8 : 33. 3 : 19. 4 
7.7 : 27.3 : 11.4 : 42.9 : 

-:--------:-------~:--------:--------: 
13 

14.0 
22 

23.7 
44 

47.3 
14 

1~.1 
93 

100 • .0 

Non-Shoot - City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ 

1_= 2.: 3.: 4.: 

Row 
Total 
... 

Status ---~----:--------:----~---:--------:--------: 
3.: 3: 2: 2: 2: 9 

: 33 .. 3 : 22.2 : 22.2 : 22.2 : 29.0 
Blue Collar : 20.0 : 100.0 : 20.0 : 50.0 : 

-:----~---:--------:--.-----:------~-: 
4. · 6 · 0 · 3 · 1 · 10 · · · · · · 60.0 · 0.0 · 30.0 · 10.0 · 32.3 · · • · · Other · 40.0 · 0.0 · 30.0 · 25.0 · · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:--------:~-------: 
5. 6 · 0 · 5 · 1 · 12 · · · · · 50.0 · 0.0 · 41.7 · ,8.3 · 38.7 · · · · · Unemployed · 40.0 · 0.0 · 50.0 : ·25.0 · · · · · -: -~---- ....... : --------: ----------: --- ... ----: 

Column 15 2 10 2 31 
Total 48.4 6.5 32.3 12.9 100.0 
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The extent of injury on the part of the opponent is shown in Table 68 • 
. 

There was no injury in 55.7 percent of the shooting cases, and the fatality 

rate is 13.2 percent. 

[INSERT, TABLE 68 HERE] 

Deve' opment of .the Armed Confrontat ion .. 
The conceptual position we have taken in the sequence of events that 

begins with a need for pol ice service and ends with a shooting ;s described 

in the first chapter of Volume II (as well as in various parts of Volume III)~ 
. -'" 

In this section~ we wi~l consider the development of the sequence of events 

from the perspective of the officer. 

We begin with officer's preparation for the incident. Table 69 summar

; zes the attitudes of offi cers on the questi on of whether or' not they were 

!:)iven proper (prior) guidance by the department' in handling deadly force 

incidents. Table 70 summarizes attitudes on the question of proper assistance 

by the department. There were no responses to either quest; on from non

shooters in Oakland. Marginally, the non-shooters indicate considerably 

less guidance and assistc,nce from their dep.artments, but it should be noted 

that only Miami had a substantial number of officers who responded to the 

,questions. And there the percentages of "yes" responses were 86.9 for shoot

ers and 78.9 for non-~hooters to the guidance question, and 83.0 for shooters 

and 78.9 for non-shooters to the assistance question. Overall, however, a 

substantial majority of officers 'seem to think that thei r departments prepare 

them adequately for deadly force encounters. 

[INSERT TABLES 69 AND 70 HERE] 

The issue of officer attitude regarding the adequacy of departmental 

policy is covered in Table 71. The daia in Newa~k are too few for analysis. 
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TA&LE 68. EXTENT OF INJURY OF OPPONENT 

Shoot 

Status 

City 
Count . 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 24: 64: 51: 60: 199 
: 12.1 : 32.2 : 25.6 : 30.2 : 55.7 

None . : 46.2 : 54.7 : 62.2 : 56.6 : 

Slight 

Serious 

Fatal 

Non-Shoot 

• Status 

None 

Slight 

Serious 

Fatal 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 6: 17: 13: 0: 36 

0.0: 10.1 
0.0 : 

: 16.7 : 47.2 : 36.1 : 
: 11.5 : 14.5 : 15.9 : 

-:---~----:----~---:-----~--:--------: 
3.: 9: 21: 10: 35: 75 

: 12.0 : 28.0 : 13.3 : 46.7 : 21.0 
: 17.3 : 17.90: 12.2 : 33.0 : 

-: --------: ....... ------: --------: -------: 
4.: 13: 15: 8: 11: 47 

: 27.7 : 31.9 : 17.0 : 23.4 : 13.2 
: 25.0 : 12.8 : 9.8 : 10.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------
Column 
Total 

52 
14.6 

· City 
Count : 

117 
32.8 

82 
23.0 

106 
29.7 

357 
100.0 

Row ~ :Oakland, Birming- Miam;,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
------~-:--------:-~~-----:--------:-~----~-: 

1. · 22 17 · 17 · 27 · 83 · · · · · 26.5 · 20.5 · 20.5 : 32.5 · 85.6 · · · · · 91. 7 · 77.3 · 81. 0 · 90.0 · · · · · · _: ____ ... _ .... : ________ : ________ : ____ .. 1 ___ : .. 
2. 2 · 3 · 4 · 3 · 12 · • · · 16.7 · 25.0 • 33.3 · 25.0 · 12.4 · · · · 8 .. 3 · 13.6 • 19.0 · 10.0 · · · · · 

-:-------~:--------:--------:---~----: 
3. 0 · 1 • 0 · 0 · 1 · • · · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 1.0 · · · · 0.0 · 4.5 · 0.0 · 0.0 : · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4. 0 · 1 · 0 · 0 · 1 · · · · 0,0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 1.0 · · · · 0.0 · 4.5 · 0.0 · o.Ct · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--------: 
Column 24 22 21 30 97 

Total 24.7 22.7 21.6 30.9 100.0 
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Table 69. OFFICER GIVEN PROPER GUIDANCE BY DEPARTMENT IN HANDLING 
INCIDENTS INVOLVING DEADLY FORCE 

Shoot 

Given 
Guidance 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

Gi Yen' 
Guidance 

Yes 

No 

.. 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miam;,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4. : 
.--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 5: 9: 53: 6: 73 
: 6.8 : 12.3 : 72.5: 8.2 : 84.9 
: .62.5 : 81.8 : 86 •. 9 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:~-------:------~-:--------: 
2.: 3: 2: 8: 0: 13 

0.0 : 15.1 
0.0 f' 

: 23.1 : 15.4 : 61.5 : 
: 37.5 : 18.2 : 13.1 : 

-:--------:--------:-~------:-----~--: 
Column 
Total· 

8 
9.3 

City 
Count : 

11 
12.8 

.. 61 
70.9 

Row % :Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Cal % :ham,AL NJ 

2. : " 3. : 4. : 
--~-----:---.----:-------~:--------: 

6 . 86 
700 . 100.0 

Row 
Total 

1.: 11: 15:. 1: 27 
: 40.7 : 55.6 : 3.7 : 64.3 
: 55.0' : 78.9 : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 9: 4: 2: 15 

Column 
Total 

: 60.0 : 26.7 : 13.3 : 35.7 
: 45.0 : 21.1 : 66.7 : _: ______ M_: ________ : ________ : 

20 
47'.6 

19 
45.2 
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Tabl.:.e 70. OFFICER GIVEN PROPER ASSISTANCE BY DEPARn~ENT IN HANDLING 
INCIDENTS INVOLVING DEADLY FORCE 

Shoot 

Given 

Yes 

No 

NO,n-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

1. 4 · 7 · 44 : 2 · · · · · 7.0 · 12.3 · 77.2 · 3.5 · · · · · · · 57.1 · 87.5 · 83.0 · 66.7 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
'2. ~ · · · · · 

3 
21.4 
42.'9 

7 
9.9 

,City 
Count : 

· · · · · · 
1 

7.1 
12.5 

:8 
11.3 

· · · · · · 
9 

64.3 
17.0 

.53 
74.6 

· · · · · · 
1 

7.1 
33.3 

3 
4.2 

Row % :Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :ham,AL NJ Total 

· · · · · · 

57 
80.3 

14 
19.7 

71 
100.0 

.Given : 2.: .3.: 4.: 
Assistance --------:-----~--:--------:--------: 

Yes 

NO 

1.: 11: 1·5: o : . 26 
: 42.3 : 57.7 : 
: 55.0 : 78.9 : 

0.0 : 65.0 
0.0 : 

-: -------- :._------: --------: 
2.: 9: 4: 1: 14 

Column 
Total 

: 64.3 : 28.6 : 7.1 : 35.0 
: 45.0 : 21.1 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
20 

50.0 
19 1 

47.5 . 2.5 
40 

100.0 

" 
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Over the other three cities, what stands out ;s the higher proportion of 

"yes" responses for Oakland than for Miami and Bi rmingham. That probably 

reflects the relatively stable condition in Oakland in regard to policy, and 

the greater' flux in Miami and Birmingham. As in the case of the preceding 

two questions, shooters seem a bit more positive in their attitudes toward 

their departments than non-shooters. 

[INSERT TABLE 71 HERE] 

Table 72 shows circumstances that brought about the poiice intervention • ..... 
The pattern of activities or conditions that initially brought the officer. to 

the confrontation was similar for shooters and non-shooters. The modal 

circumstance in both cases was a citizen-to .. citizen shooting, though the 

percentage for that ci rcumstance was higher for the non-shooters than the 

shooters (43.4 percent as agc;dnst 33.2 percent). The shooters had a higher 

proportion of robberies (20.0 percent vs. 11.8 percent) and a lower proportion 
• 

of traffic incidents (3.4 percent vs. 11.8 percent). 

[INSERT TABLE 72 HERE] 

. 
Prior information regarding the opponent is summarized in Table 73. In 

only 35.0 percent of cases for shooters did officers have no knowledge re .. 

garding the opponent; the comparable figure for non-shooters is 26.7 percent. 

Shooters knew the opponent in 18.2 percent of the cases and non-shooters in 

31.4 percent. 

[INSERT TABLE 73 HERE] 

The officers" initial assessment of risk (in the process of answering 

the call) is summarized in Table 74. Somewhat over half of the shooters 
. 

(58.8 percent) ana a higher proportion of non-sh,ooters PI. 5 percent) had a 
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Table 71. IS POLICY ADEQUATE IN HANDLING INCIDENTS INVOLVING USg OF 
DEADLY FORCE 

Shoot 

Policy 
Adegua~ 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

Citx, 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:.-------:----~--~:--------:--------: 1..: 42: 42: 41: 4: 129 

: 32.6 : 32.6 : 31.8: 3.1 : 82.7 
: 91.3 : 84.0 ! 77.4 : 57.1 : 

-:--------:----.--.:--~-----:~-------: 2. . 4 • 8 · 12 · 0 · . • · · · . r6~7 · 33.3 · 50,,0 · 0.0 · . · · · .. 
8.7 · 16.0 · 22.6 · 0.0 · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:--~--~--:--------: 8. 0 · 0 · 0 · 3 • · • · • 
0.0 · 0 .. 0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · · · · · O~O · 0,,0 · 0,,0 · 42 .. 9. · · · · · 

-:-------~:-~------:--------:---~----: Column 46 ·50 53 '7 
Total 29.5 32.1 34.0 4.5 

City 
Count : 

24 
15.4 

3 
1.9 

156 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Polic,X 1 .. : 2.: 3 .. : 4.: 
Adeauate --------:-~---~--:--------:------~-:--------: 

1.: 22: 17: 16: 0': 5.5 
Yes : 40.0 : 30.9 : 29.1 : 0.0: 77.5 

: 91.7 : 68.0 : 76.2 : 0.0 : 

No 

-:--------:--------:--------:----_._-: 
2.: 2: 8: 5: 1: 16 

Column 
Total 

: 12.5 : 50.0 : 31.3: 6.3 : 22.5 
8.3 : 32.0 : 23.8 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:---~----:--------: 
24 

33.8 
25 

35.2 
21 

29.6 
1 

1.4 
71 

100.0 
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Table 72. CIRCUMSTANCES THAT REQUIRED POLICE ATTENTION (cant1d) 

Non-Shoot -
City 

Count · · Row % :Oak1and, Birming .. Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

• 1. : 2. : 3. : 1. : · 
Circumstance-----~-:--------:----~---:--------:------- -: 

l. 11 12 · 6 4 33 · Shooting 33.3 36.4 · 18.2 12.1 43.4 · 45.8 48.0 28.6 66.7 
-:--------:--------:-----~--:--------: 2. 2 7 · 0 0 9 · Robbery 22.2 77.8 · 0.0 0.0 11.8 · 8.3 28.0 0.0 0.0 _:u ___ ~ ___ :_~ ______ : ________ :--------: 

3. a 1 3 a 4 
. Burgl ary 0.0 25 .. Q 75.0 0.0 5.3 

0.0 4.0 14.3 0.0 
-:-~~-~--~:---~----:--~-----:--------: 

Disturbance: 4. · 2 a a 0 2 · Domestic · 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 · 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
-:-------~:--------:--~-----:--------: Disturbance: 5. · 2 2 a a 4 · Other · 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 · 8.3 8.0 o. a 0.0 
-:--------:--------:--------:----~---: 6. 3 2 4 a 9 

Traffic 33.3 22.2 44.4 0.0 11.8 
12.5 8.0 19.0 0.0 

-:-~------:--------:--------:--------: Service of 7', 4 a 2 1 7 
Warrant 57.1 0.0 · 28.6 14.3 9.2 · 16.7 0.0 • 9.5 16.7 · 

~:--------:--------:--------:-------.: 8. 0 · 1 0 0 1 · Mental Case • 0 .. 0 · 100.0 0.0 0.0 1..3 · • 
0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 

-:--------:--~-----:---~--.-:-~--~---: 
9. 0 a 6 1 7 

Other 0.0 0.0 85.7 14.3 9.2 
Q .. O · 0.0 28.6 16.7 .. 

-:--------:--------:--------:------_.: 
Column 24 25 21 6 76 
Total 31.6 32.9 n.6 7.9 100.0 
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Table 72. CIRCUMSTANCES THAT REQUIRED POLICE ATTENTION 

Shoot 

City 
Count . : 

Row % :Oakland, 8irming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham 1AL NJ Tota1 

· 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : · Circumstance-------:--------:---~----:-------·:--------: 

Shooting , 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Disturbance: 
Domestic 

1'.! 14: 25: 19: 10: 68 
: 20.6 : 36.8 : 27.9 : 14.7 = 33.2 
: 26.9 : 39.1 : 27.9 : 47.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 2.: 19: 13: 8: 1: 41 

3. 

4. 

: 46.3 : 31.7 : 19.5 : 2.4: 20.0 
: 36.5 : 20.3 : 11.8 : 4.8 :~. 

-:~-------:~--.~--~:----~~--:--------: 
1 • 13 · 18 · a • 32 · · · • 

3.1 40.6 56_3 0.0 
. 

15.6 • · ~ • · · · • 
1.9 · 20.3 • 26.5 · 0.0 • • · • • 

-:--------:---.----:----~---:--~--~--: · 2 · 2 · 1 · 0 • 5 · · • · • · 40.0 · 40.0 · 20.0 • 0.0 • 2.4 · · · · • 
3.8 • 3.1 · 1.5 ~ 0.0 • · · • • -:--------:--------:--------:---_._--: 

Di~turbance: 5.: 3: 3: 2: 3: 11 
Oth~r : 27.3 : 27.3 : 18.2 : 27.3 t 504 

5.8 : 4.7 : 2.9.: 14.3 : 
-:--------:---~----:-------~:-----~--! 6.: 4: 1: 1: 1: 7 

Traffic : 57.1 : 14.3 : 14.3 : 14.3 : 3.4 
7.7 : 1.6 : 1.5: 4.8: 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
S e rv ice of 7.: 5,: 1:' 3: 1: 10 
Warrant : 50.0 ~ 10.0 : 30.0 : 10.0 : 4.9 

8. 
Mental Case 

9.6: 1.6: 4~4 : 4.8 ~ 

-:-_._----:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 5: 

0.0 : 83.3 : 
o. 0 ~ 7.8 : 

. 0: 1: 
0.0 : 16.7 : 
0.0 : 4.8 : 

-:--------:--- .. ---:-------~:--------: 

6 
2.9 

9. : . '4! 1: 16 ~ 4: 25 
Other : . 16.0 : 4.0 : 64.0 : 16.0 : 12.2 

Column 
Total 

7.7 : 1.6: 23.5 : 19.0 : 
_!_~~ _____ : ____ ~ ___ : ____ ~-__ :M_~--~--: 

52 
25.4 

64 
31 2 

68 
33.2 

(continued on next Rage) 

21 
10.2 

205 
10Q .. 0 
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Table 73. OFFICER1S INFORMATION REGARDING OPPONENT 

Shoot 

£ity 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Informati on,---------: ------.. -: ..... ----.-: --------! --------: 

.. l~: 8: 3: 17: 11: 39 
Knows Suspect : 20.5 : 

: ,IS. 7 : 
7.7 : 43.6 : 28.2 : 18.2 
4.8 : 24~6 ~ 34.4 : 

-:------~-:~-~-----:--------:-----~--: Above 2. · 9 · 2 · 5 .. 1 · 17 • · • · · Averag2 · 52.9 · 11.8 · 29.4 · 5.9 · 7.9 · · · · · Knowledge · 17.6 · 3.2 · 7.2 · 3.1 ".- . · · · · · _: ________ : ________ : _____ m __ : _____ ~ __ : 

Average 3. • 7 · 10 · 11 · 6 · 34 · · · • · Knowledge · 20.6 · 29.4 · 32.4 .. 17.6 · . 15.9 · · · · · · 13.7 · 16.1 · 15.9 · 18.8 · · · · · · 
-:------~-:--------:--------:-----~--: Minor 4. · 15 · 19 · 11 · 4 '0 49 · · · · · Knowledge · 30.6 · 38.8 · 2'2.4 · 8.2 · 22.9 · · · · · · 29.4 · 30.6· · 15.9 · 12.5 .. · · · · · -:--------:._------:--------:--------: 

5.: 12: 28: 25: 10: 75 
None : 16.0 : 37.3 : 33.3 : 13 .. 3 : 35.0 

: 23.5 : 45.2 : 36.2.: 31.3 : 
-:--------:._------:--------:--------: 

Column 
Total 

51 
23.8 

62 
29.0 

69 
32.2 

32 
15.0 

214 
100./) 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 73. OFFICER'S INFORMATION REGARDING OPPONENT (cont'd) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Btrming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Information--------:--------:-~------:--~-----:--------: 

1.: 7: 5: 14: 1: 27 
Knows Suspect : 25.9 : 18.5 : 51.9 : 

: 29.2 : 20.0 : 66.7 : 
3.7: 31.4 
6.3 : 

Abova 
Average 
Knowledge 

Aver-age 
, Knowledge 

Minor 
Knowledge 

None 

-:--------:--------:-----.--:~-------: 
2.:- 3: 0: 0: '5: 8 

9.3 : 37.5: 0.0: 
: 12.5: 0.0: 

0.0 : 62.5 : 
0.0 : 31. 3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:-------~: 
3.: 3: .4: 4: 3: 14 

4. 

: 21. 4 : 28. '6 : 28. 6 : 21. 4 : 16. 3 
: 12.5 : 16.0 : 19.0 : 18~8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:------~-: 
: 4.: 
: 28.6 : 

16.7 : 

7: 2: 
50.0 : 14.3 : 
28.0: 9.5 : 

1: 14 
7.1 : 16.3 
6.3 : 

-:-------~:--------:--~-----:--------: 
5.: 7: 9: 1: 6: 23 

i 30.4 : 39.1 : 
: 29.2 : 36.D : 

4.3 : 26.1 : 26.7 
4.8 : 37.5 : 

-:-~-~----:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
'Total 

.24 
27.9 

21 
24.4 

16 
18.6 

86 
100.0 
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feel ing that deadly force possibly, probably, or certainly would be used. 

Only 14.8 percent of shooters and 12.1 percent of non-shooters entered the 

context with no awareness of risk. 

[INSERT TABLE 74 HERE] 

Tables 75 and 76 present information on plans of officer at the time of 

arrival on the scene. As shown in Table 75, 56.6 percent of shooter~ and 64.4 

percent of non-shooters had no pl ans. And for those '''ho had a pl an, Tabl e 

76 shows that the plan was primarily to IIfollow operational routine ll (76.6 

percent for shooters and 80.6 percent for nan-shooters. The only alterna

tive selected with reasonable frequency was consideratiqn of the actual 

meeting with the opponent (13.8 percent for shooters and 19.4 percent for 

non-shooters). 

[INSERT TABLES 7S AND 76 HERE] 

Table 77 presents actions of the officers, based on initial 'impres

si ons, on actually encounteri n9 the opponent. Almost one-thi rd of shooters' 

and non-shooters (28.1 percent in both cases) tried to engage the opponent 

in conversation, and about one-half unholstered their weapons (47.3 perc';!nt 

for shooters and 51. 7 percent .for non-shooters). About the same propor

tions:Jf officers went on to point their weapons (46.0 percent and 50.6 

percent, respectively). Surprisingly, the vast majority (79.0 percent of 

shooters and 80. 9 percent of non-shooters) did not take cover, and only a 

few more than one-fifth called for assistance (22.3 percent and 21.3 percent, 

respectively) • 

[INSERT TABLE 77 HERE] 

Table 78 shows the consistency between prior infomation and observa-· 

tions made on arrival at the scene. Support for, the earl ier information was 
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Table 74. OFFICER'S INITIAL ASSESSMENT'REGARDING USE OF DEADLY FORCE 

Shoot 

City 
Count ! 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3 .. : 4.: 
Awareness --------:.-------:--------:--------:----~-~-: 

1..: 6: 8: 15: 4:' 33 
No Awareness of : 18.2 : 24.2 : 45.5 : 12.1 : 14.8 
Risk 11.5 : 12.5 : 21.7 : 10.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:------~-: 
Some Aware- 2.: 17: 14: 23: 
ness !)f Risk : 28.8 : 23.7 : 39.0 : 

5: 59 
8.5 : 26.5 

13.2 : 

Sense Mi ght 3. 
Possibly Be Use 

. of Deadly Force 

Sense Would 4. 
Probably Be Use 
of Deadly Force 

: 32.7 : 21.9 : 33.3 : 
-:-------~:--------:--------:--.----~: 

: 19: 23: 1~: 11: 72 
: 26.4 : 31.9 : 26.4 : 15.3 : 32.3 
: 36.5 : 35.9 : 27.5 : 28.9 : 

-:--------:._------:--------:--------: 
7: 10: 7: 13: 37 

: 18.9 : 27.0 : 18.9 : 35.1 : 16.6 
: 13.5: 15.6: 10.1: 34.2 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Sense Woul d 5.: 3: 9: 5: 5: 22 
Certainly Be Use: 13~6 : 40.9 : 22.7 : 22.7 : 9.9 
of Deadly Force i 5.8 : 14.1 : 7.2: 13.2 : 

Column 
Total 

_: ________ : ________ : ________ : .u, ______ : 

S2 
23.3 

64 
28.7 

69 
30.9 

(Continued on next page) 

38 
17.0 

223 
100.0 
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Table 74. OFFICER'S INITIAL ASSESSMENT REGARDING USE OF DEADLY FORCE 
(cont'd) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
. Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Tota 1 

__ : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Awareness --------:--------:--------:-.------:--------: 

1.: 2: 4: 4: 1: 11 
No Awareness of : 18.2 : 36.4 : 36.4 : 
Risk : 8.3 : 16~O : 20.0 : 

9.1 : 12.1 
4.5 : 

-:--------:--------:-------~:--------: Some Aware- 2.: 5: 4: 3: 3:'·' 15 
ness of Risk : 33.3 : 26.7 : 20.0 : 20.0 : 16.5 

: 20.8 : 16.0 : 15.0 : 13.6 : 
. -:-~------:.-------:--------:--------: 

Sense Mi ght 3.: 10: 10: 7: 5: 32 
Possibly Be Use : 31.3 : 31.3 : 21.9 : 15.6 : 35.2 
of Deadly Force : 41.7 : 40.0 : 35.0 : 22.7 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Sense Waul d 4.: 5: 4· : 4: 7: 20 
Probably be Use : 25.0 : 20.0 : 20.0 : 35.0 : 22.0 
of Deadly Force : 20.8 : 16.0 : 20.0 : 31. 8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Sense Waul d 5.: 2: 3: 2. : 6: 13 
Certainly be Use: 15.4 : 23.1 : 15.4 : 46.2 : 14.3 
of Deadly Force 8.3: 12.0 : 10.0 : 27.3 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--------: 
24 

26.4 

.. 

25 
27.5 

20 
.22.0 

22 
24.2 

91 
100.0 
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Tabl e 75. -Pl.ANS MADE PRIOR TO ARRIVAL ON SCENE 

Shoot 

Plans 
Made 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoat 

Plans 
Made ' 

Yes 

No 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- M1ami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:~-------:--------:--------:--------1 •. : 28: 26: 30: 12: 96 

: 29.2 : 27.1 : 31.3 : 12.5 : 43.4 
: 53.8 : 40.6 : 43.S : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 24: 38: 39: 24: 125 

Column 
Total 

: 19.2 : 30.4 : 31.2 : 19.2 : 56.6 
: 46.2 : 59.4 : 56.5 : 66.7 : 

-:--------:-~------:--------:---~----: 
52 

23:5 
64 

'29.0 
69 

31.2 
36 221 

16.3 '100.0 

Count : 
llli. 

Row % :Oclkland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------;--------:--------: 

'1.: 13: 10: 5: 3: 31 
: 41.9 : 32.3 : 16.1 : "9.7 : 35.6 

54.2 : 40.0 : 25.0 : 16.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------

2. 11: 15: 15: 15: 5.6 

Column 
Total 

: 19.6 : 26.8 : 26.8 : 26.8 : 64.4 
~ 45.8 : 60.0 : 75.0 : 83.3 : 

-:-~------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.6 
25 

28.7 
20 

23.0 
18 

20.7 
87 

100.0 
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Table 76. TYPE OF PLAN MADE PRIOR TO ARRIVAL ON SCENE 

Shoot 

City 
Count = 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Cell % :CA ham,AL NJ Total . . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

. -----~--:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 5: 2: 6: 0: 13 

Planning Meeting: 38.5 : 15.4 : 46.2 : 
: 17.9 :7.7 : 20.0 : 

0.0 : 13.8 
0.0 : 

-:--------:-------~:--------:--------: 
Fall owed 
Operational 
Rout i ne 

2.: 19: 24: 24: 5: 72 
: 26.4 : 33.3': 33.3 : 6.9 ':-- 76.6 
: 67.9 : 92.3 : 80.0 : 50.0 ~ 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--~-----: 
Oi scussed 3e: 2: 0: 0: 1:~ 3 
Original Plan : 66.7 : 

7.1 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 33.3 : 3.2 
0.0 : 0.0 : 10.0 : 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--------: Dependence 
On Officer 
Experience 

4.: 2: 
: 33.3 : 

7.1 : 

a : 
O. 0, : 
0.0 : 

0: 4: 
0.0 : 66'.7 : 
0.0 : 40.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Non-Shoot 

Column 
Total 

28 
29.8 

Cit;t, 
Count : 

26 
27.7 

30 
31. 9. 

10 
10.6 

6 
6.4 

94 
100.0 

Row % :Oc.'kland, Birm;ng- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : Type of 
Plan --------:-----~--:--------:------.-:--------: - 1.: 4: 0: 2: 0: 6 

Planning Meeting: 66~7 : 
: . 33.3 :' 

0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 33.3 : 

0.0 : 19.4 
0.0 : 

Follow 2. 
Operational 
Routine 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--~-----: 
: 8: 10: 4:. 3: 25 
: 32.0 : 40.0 : 16.0 : 12.0 : 80.6 
: 66.7 : 100.0 : 66.7 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--~-----: 
12 

38.7 
10 

32.3, 
6 

19.4 
3 

9. 7 
31 

100.0 
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Tabl e 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER B'ASED ON INITIAL IHPRESSIONS 

OFFICER ACTION: MAINTAINED VIGILANCE 

Shoot 

Maintain 
.vi 9il anse 

No 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

'Maintain 
Vigilanc! 

No 

Yes 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Odkland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

· · 1. : 2. ~ 3.: 4. : 
------~-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Q.: 27: 41: 48: 34: 150 

1. 

Column 
Total 

: ~8.0 : 27.3 : 32.0 : 22.7 : 67.0 
51.9 : 64...1 : 69.6 : 87.2 : 

-:--------:--~----:----~---:--------: · 25 · .23 · 21 · 5 · 74 · · · · · · 33.8 · 31 .. 1 · . 28.4 · ·6.':8 · 33.0 · · · · · · ,48.1 · 35..:.9 · 30.4 · 1'2.8 · · · · · · 
-:--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 

52 64 69 39 224 
23.2 28.6 30.8 17.4 100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--~-----:--------:--------:--------:--------0.: 13: 18: 9: 16: 56 

1. 

Column 
Total 

: 23.2 : 32.1 : 16.1 : 28.6 : 62.9 
: 54. 2 : 72. 0 : 42. 9 : 84. 2: . 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
11: 7: 12: 

: 33.3 : 21.2 : 36.4 : 
: 45.8 : 28.0 : 57.1 : 

3: 33 
9.1 : 37.1 

15.8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

24 
27.0 

25 
28.1 

21 
23.6 

(Continued on next page) 

19 
21. 3 

89 
100.0 



145 

Table 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont'd) 

OFFICER ACTION: TRIED TO APPREHEND THE SUSPECT 

Shoot 

Aporehend 
Suspec.t 

No 

Yes, 

Non-Shoot 

Apprehend 
Suspec.l 

No 

Yes 

City 
,Count : 

RoW % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

:. 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
-.------:--------:---~----:.-------:--------: 

0.: 45: 54: 63: 35: 197 
: 22.8: 27.4: 32.0: 17.8: 87.9 
: 86.5 : 84.4 : 91.3 : 89.7 : •. 

-:--------:------~-:--------:--------: I. · 7 · 10 · 6 · 4 · 27 · · · · · · 25.9 · 37.0 · 22.2 · 14.8 · . 12.1 · · · · · · 13.5 · 15.6 · 8.7 · 10.3 · · • · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 52 64 69 39 224 
'Tot a 1 23.2 28.6 30.8 17.4 100.0 

Citx. 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Binning- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Co 1 % :CA ,ham,AL NJ Tota 1 

1.: 2.: 3 .. : 4.: 
--------:--------:~--~----:--------:--------: o. · 21 , 23 :- 21 · 16 · 81 , , , , 

· 25.9 · 2S.4 · 25.9 · 19.8 • 91.0 • · · · · · 87.5 · 92.0 · 100.0 · 84.2 · · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:-------~:--------: 

l. · 3 · 2 · a · 3 · 8 · · · · · • '37'.5 , 25.0 · 0.0 · 37.5 • 9.0 • · · · • · , 12.5 " S.O · 0.0 · 15.8 · · · · · • 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: Column 24 2S 21 . 19 89 

Total 27.0 28.1 23.6 21.3 100.0 

(Conti nued' on ne){t p,age) 
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Tab1e 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont'd) 

OFFICER ACTION: TRIED TO ENGAGE PARTICIPANT IN CONVERSATION 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Binning- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Engage in' : 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Conversat;on~------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: 27: 47: 51: 36: 161 
No : 16.8: 29.2: 31.7 :' 22.4: 71.9 

: 51.9 : 73.4 : 73.9 : 92.3 : 
-: ----_ .. _-: ... ------: --------: --------: 

1.: 25: 17: 18: 3: 63 
Yes : 39.7 : 27.0 : 28.6: 4;8: 28.1 

: 48.1 ~ 26.6 : 26.1 : 7.7 : 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:~-------: Column 
Total 

52 
23.2 

City 

64 
28.6 

69 
30.8 

Count : , 

39 
17.4 

224 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

.Engage in : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Gonversation-------~--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 

No 
0.: 15: 15: 15: 19: 6.4 

: 23.4 : 23.4': 23.4 : 29.7 : 71. 9 
: 62.5 ! 60.0 : 71.4 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1.: 9: 10: 6: 0: 25 
Yes : 36.0 : 40.0: 24.0 : 0.0: 28.1 

: 37.5 : 40.0 : 28.6 : 0.0: 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued on hext page) 

19 
21.3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont1d) 

OFFICER ACTION: UNHOLSTERED WEAPON 

Shoot 

fity 
count : 

. Row % :OaKland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
• Col' % :CA ham,AL NJ Tatal 

Unhol ster 1. : 2.! 3.: 4.: 
Weapon 

No 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

--------:--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 0.: 29: 40: 33: 16: 118 

1. 

Column 
Total 

~ 24.6 : 33.9 : 28.0 : 13.6 : 52.7 
: 55.8 : 62.5 : 47.8 : 41.0 : 

-:--~-----:·--·----:-------~:--------r· · 23 · 24 • 36 · 23 · 106 · · · · • 
• 21. 7 · 22.6 .. 34.0 · 21.7 • 47.3 • · · · • 

44.2 37.5 52.2 59.0 
. 

• · · · • • • · · • 
-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 52 64 69 39 224 

23.2 28.6 30.8 17.4 100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Cal % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Unholster ~.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Weapon -----~--:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

No 
0.: 11: 13: 8: 11: 43 

: 25.6 : 30.2 : 18.6 : 25.6 : 48.3 
: 45.8 : 52.0 : 38~1 ! 57.9 : 

-:------.-:~-------:-~------:--------: 1..: 13: 12: 13: 8: 46 
Yes : 28.3 : 26.1 : 28.3 : 17.4 : 51.7 

: 54:2 : 48.0 : 61.9 : 42.1 : 

Column 
Total 

-:-~------:~-------:--------:--~-----: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued, on next page) 

19 
2.1.3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont'd) 

OFFICER ACTION: POINTED WEAPON 

Shoot 

Point 
Weapon 

No 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oak1and, Birming- Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4. : 
--.-----:---~----:--------:-----~--:--~-----: o. : ~27: 37: 40:. 17: 121 

: 22.3 : 30.6 : 33.1 : 14.0 : 54.0 
: 51.9 : 57.8 : 58.0 : 43.6 : 

-:------.-:--------:--------:-_._----: 
1.: 25: 27: 29: 22: 103 

Yes : 24.3 : 26.2 :. 28.2 : 2.1.4 : 46.0 
: 48.1 : 42.2 : 42.0 ~ 56.4 : 

Non-Shoot 

,Point 
Heapon 

No 

-:--------:-------.:-----~--:--------: Column 
Total 

52 
23.2 

City 
Count : 

64 
28.6 

69 
30.8 

39 
17.4 

224 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:-----.--:--------: 0.: 10: 15: 11: 8: 4.4 

: 22.7 : 34.1 : 25.0 : 18.2 ~ 49.4 
: 41.7 : 60.0 : 52.4 : 42.1 : 

.. : .,' ______ : _-.11 ______ : ________ : .. __ .. __ ....... : 

1.: 14: 10: 10: 11: 45 
Yes : 31.1 : 22.2 : 22.2 : 24.4 : 50.6 

: 58.3 : 40.0 : 47.6 : 57.9 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:------~-: 24 
27.0 

25 
28.1 

21 
23.6 

(Continued on next page) 

19 
21. 3 

89 
100.0 

...... 
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Table 77. ACT1QNS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont'd) 

OFFICE~ ACTION: TOOK COVER 

Shoot 

Take 
'CO"Ver 

No 

Ves· 

Non .. Shoot 

.. 
illl ,Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark~ 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
-~------:--------:---.----:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

0.: 34: 50: 56 ~ 37: 177 
: 19.2 : 28.2 : 31.6 : 20.9 : 19.0 
: 65.4: 78.1: 81 .. 2: 94.9 f" 

-:.-------:~-------:-~------:--------: 
1. • 18 • 14 · 13 · 2 • • , , , 

" · 38_3 • 29.8 • .. 27 .. 7 • 4.3 • · • · · · • 34.6 · 21.9 · 18 .. 8 • 5.1 • · · • · · 
-:------~-:-------~:-~--.-~~:-~----~~: 

Column 52 
Total 23.2 

City 
Count : 

64 69 39 
28.6 30.8 17.4 

47 
21.0 

224 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ,ham)AL NJ Total 

Take 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
cover --------:------.-!--------:--------:-----~--: 

No 

Yes 

0.: 18: 16: 19: 19: 72 
: 25.0 : 22.2 : 26.4 : 26.4 : 80.9 
: 75.0 : 64.0 : 90.5 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------: .. _-----:--------: 
1.: 6: 9: 2: 0: 17 

Co1umn 
Total 

: 3 5'. 3 : 52. 9 : 11. 8 : 
: '25.0 :' 36.0 : 9.5 : 

0.0 : 19.1 
0.0 : 

~:-------~:--------:--------:--------! 24 
27.0 

25 
28.1 

. 

21 
23.6 

(Continued on next page) 

. 19 
21. 3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (cont'd) 

OFFICER ACTION: CALLED FOR ASSISTANCE 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col %. :CA ham,AL NJ 

Row 
Total 

Call For ! 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Assistance ••• -----:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

No 
O. : 43: 46: 49: 36: 174 

: 24.7 : 26.4 : 28.2 : 20.7 : 77.7 
: 82.7 : 71.~ : 71.0 : 92.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:-----~--: 1.: 9: 1.8: ,20: 3: 50 
Yes : 18.0 : 36.0 : 40.0: 6.0: 22.3 

: 17.3 : 28.1 : 29.0 : ~.7 : 

Non-Shoot 

Can For 

No 

Yes 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
Total 

52 
23.2 

City 
Count : 

64 
28 •. 6 

~9 
30.8 

39 
17.4 

224 
100.0 

Row % :Oak1and, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4.: 

0.: 21: 18: 13: 18: 70 

1. 

Column 
Total 

: 30.0 : 25.7 : 18.6 : 25.7 : 78.] 
: 87.5 : 72.0 : 61.9 : 94.7 : 

~:--------:--------:~-------:--------: 
0 3 0 7 0 8 0 1 0 19 0 · · 0 · · 15.8 • 36.8 0 42.1 . 5.3 0 21. 3 · • 0 . · · 12.5 · 28.0 • 38.1 0 5.3 0 · • · 0 · 

-:---~----:--------:.----~--:--------: 
24 25 21 19 89 

27.0 28.1 23.6 21. 3 100.0 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 77. ACTIONS OF OFFICER BASED ON INITIAL IMPRESSIONS (contld) 

OFFACER ACTION: OTHER 

Shoot 

Cit.>: 
... Count : 

~ow % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark., 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4 •. . . 
Row 
Total 

Other --------:--.-----:---.----:--------:-----~--: 

No 
o .: 34: 48: 40! 35: 157 

: 21.7 : 30.6 : 25.5 : 22.3 :_ .. 70.1 
: 65.4 : 75.0 : 58.0 : 89.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1 .. ·: 18: 16: 29: 4 # 67 

Yes' : 26.9: 23.9: 43 .. 3: 6 .. 0: 29.9 
: 34.6 : 25.0 : 42.0 : 10.3 : 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Count : 

52 
23.2 

Cit.>: 

64 
28.6 

69 
30.8 

39 
17.4 

224 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Mtami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA hcm,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Other --------:--------:--------:-~------:--------: o.! 17: 20: .15: 15: 67 

No : 25.4 : 29.9 : 22.4 : 22.4 : 75.3 
: 70.8 : 80.0 : 71.4 : 78.9 : 

Yes 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--.-----: 
1. : . . 7: 5: 6: 4: 22 

Column 
Total 

: .31.8 :. 22.7 :~ 27.3 : 18.2 : 24.7 
: 29.2 : 20.0 : 28.6 : 2101 : 

-:------~-:--------:----~---:--------: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 
. 19 
21. 3 

89 
100.0 
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reported by 40.7 percent of the shooters and 53.4 percent of the non-shooters. 

Contradictory information was reported rarely (3.5 percent of shooters .and 

4.4 percent of non-shooters). 

[INSERT TABLE 78 HERE] 

Did the officer have a plan for dealing with his opponent at this entry 

point? Table 79 provides answers to that question, and Table 80 shows the 

type of pl an where relevant. No pl an was reported by 54.5 percent of the 

shooters and 64.8 percen.t of -the non-shooters. And the pl.an adopted by 

those who reported one was overwhelmingly "follow routine procedures" (81.9 

percent of shooters and 96.6 percent of non-shooters). 

[INSERT T~BLE 79 AND 80 HERE] 

Communication with the opponent is summarized in Tables .81, 82 and 83. 

As expected (see Table 81) initial· commlZ';ication is primar.ily a dir.ective to 

"freeze," to stop the activity in progress, and/or to drop weapon (71.9 per

cent of shooters and 6J.5 percent of non-shooters). Generally (see Table 

82) the c:ommul"i cat; on 1 asted under two mi nutes (82.1 percent of shooters 

and 81.4 percent of non-shooters). Contrary to expectation, there is little 

difference in overall pattern between shooters and non-shooters. And in 

about one-half the cases, the communication had no emotional impact on the . 
opponent (see Table 83}--48.1 percent of the shooters and 50.0 percent of 

the non-shooters reported no emotional change. But it is perhaps significant 

that more shooters than non-shooters reported the opponent becoming angrier 

l42.6 percent vs. 27.6 percent), and fewer sho0ters than non-shooters reported 

the opponent becoming calmer (5.4 percent vs. 19.7 percent). 

[INSERT TABLES 81, 82, and 83 HERE] 

Action taken by the subject just prior to the decision to use or not to 

use deadly force is sUrtliilarized in Table 84. Surprisingly, fewer opponents 
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Table 78. OBSERVATIONS AT SCENE CONTRADICT OR SUPPORT EARLIER 
INFORMATION 

Shoot 
~ 

Count : 
ill1 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4. : • , . 
Observatians----~--:--------:~-------:--------:--------: 

1. 
Contradi cted 
Infonnati on 

2. 
Modified 
Infonnation 

Part; ally 3. 
Modi fi ed . 
Infonnati on 

Generally 4. 
Supported 
Infonnati on 

Completely 5. 
Supported 
In format; on 

Column 
Total 

: 1: 4: 
: .16.7 : 66.7 : 

2.4: 0.6 : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 16.7 : 
0.0 : 3.7 : 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--~--~--: 

6 
3.5 

: 4: ·4: 
: 16.0 : 16.0 : 

9.5 : 6.6 : 

2: 15: 25 
8.0 : 60.0 :"'-14 .. 5 
4.7 : 55.6 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------:--~-----: : 1: 1: 2: 0 i 4 
: 25.0 : 25.0 : 50.0 : 0.0: 2.3 

2.4: 1.6: 4. 7 : 0.0 : 
-:----~---:.-------:--------:--------: 

: 11: 24: 13: 4: 52 
: 2L2 : 46.2,: 25.0 : 7.7 : 30.1 
: 26.2 : 39.3 : 30.2 : 14.8 : 

-:--------:._------:--------:-_._----: 
: 25: 28: 26: 7: 86 
: 29.1 : 32.6 : 30.2·: 8.1 : 49.7 
: 59.5 : 45.9 : 60.5 : 25.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
42 61 

24.3. 35.3 
43 

24.9 

(Continued on next page) 

27 
15.6 

113 
100.0 
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Table 78. OBSERVATIONS AT SCENE CONTRADICT OR SUPPORT EARLIER 
INFORt~ATION (cant I d) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % ;Oakland, 8irming- Miami,FL Newaik, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL L NJ Total 

· . . 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Observations--~----:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1- a · 1 · a · 2 · · · · · Contradicted 0.0 · 33.3 · 0.0 · 66.7 · · · · · Informati on 0.0 · 4.8 · 0.0 · 13.3 · · · · · 
-:------~-:--------:--~-----:--------: 

2. · 2 · a · 2 · 5 · · · · · · Modified · 22.2 · 0.0 · 22.2 · 55.6 · · · · · · Informati on 9.5 · 0.0 · 18.2 · 33;3 · · · · · -: --------: .-------: --------: ----_._ .• : 
P,art i.a lly 3. · 2 · ..1 · a · a · · · · · · . Modi fied · 66.7 · 33":3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · Information 9.5 · 4.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · 

-:--------:-~------:--------:------ .. -: Generally 4. 1 · 11 · 5 · 4 · · · · · Supported 4 •. 8 · S2.4 · 23.8 · .19. a · · · · · Informati on 4.8 . · 52.4 : 45.5 · '26.7 · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:------~-: Compl etely 5. 16 : 8 · 4 · 4 · · · · Supported · 50.0 · .25. a · 12.5 : 12.5 : · · · lnformati'on · 76.2 · 38.1 · 36.4 · 26.7 · · · · · · 
-:--~-----:-----~--:--------:--------: 

Column 21 21 11 15 
Total 30.9 30.9 15.2 22.1 

3 
4.4 

9 
13.2 

3 
4 .. 4 

21 
30.9 

32 
47.1 

p68 
100 .. 0 
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Table 79. DID OFFICER WORK AT PLAN TO DEAL WITH OPPONENT 

Shoot 

Work Out 
Plan 

No Plan 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. ~ 4. : 
- -----~--:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 16: 35: 44: 20: 115 

2. 

: 13.9 ! 30.4 : 38.3 : 17.4 : 54.5 
: 31.4 : 54.7 : 63.8 : 74.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 22: 22: 16: 5: 65 

A Partial Plan : 33.8 : 33.8 : 24.6 : 7.7 :-'30.8 
: 43.1 : 34.4 : 23.2 : 18.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3. 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

: 13: 7: 9: 
: 41.9 : 22.6 : 29.0 : 
: 25.5 : 10.9 : 13.0 : 

2:' 31 
6.5 :' 14.7 
7.4 : 

Nan-Shoot 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: Cal umn" 
Total 

51 
24.2 

City 
Count : 

64 
30.3, 

27 
12.8 

211 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Mi~mi,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Work Out 1. : 2. : 3~: 4. : 
Plan --------:--------:--------:~------~:--------: 

1.: 12: 22: 8: 15: 57 
No Plan : 21.1 : 38.6 : 14.0 : 26.3 : 64.8 

: 50.0 : 88.0 : 38.1 : 83.3 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------

2.: 11: 3: 12: 2: 28 " 
A Partial Plan : 39:3 : 10.7 : 42.9 : 7.1 : 31.8 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

3. 

Column 
Total 

: '45.8 :' 12.0 : 57.1 : 11.1 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1 : 
33.3 : 
4.2 : 

0: 1:.1: 
0.0 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 4.8 : 5.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.3 
25 

28.4. 
21 

23.9 
18 

20.5 

3 
3.4 

88 
100.0 
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Tab1e 80. TYPE OF TACTICAL PLAN 

Shoot 

.f ity 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Type of Plan-----~-:-~-~----:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 4: :3: 1: 0: 8 
Formally 50.0 : 37.S : 12.5 : 0.0 : 8.5 
Discussed Plan 11.4: 10.3 : 4.2 : 0.0: 

-: -.... - ... ----: .. ------': --------: -- ... -- .. - ... : 
·2. ~ 28 · :Z6 · 21 · 2 · 77 . · · · · Follow Routine' . 36.4 · 33.8 · 27.3 · 2.6 · 81. 9 . · · · · Procedures 80.0 · 89.7 · 87.5 · 33.3 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Using ,3. "3 · 0 · 1 • -"4 · 8 · · • · Officer's 37.5 • 0.0 · 12.5 · 50.0 · 8.5 • · · · Experience 8.6 • 0.0 · 4.2 • 66.7 · • · • · 
.-:--------:--------:--------:-------~: 

4. 0 · 0 · 1 · 0 · 1 · · · · Other .0.0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · n.o · .1.1 · · · · 0;0 · 0.0 : 4.2 · 0.0 · · · · 
-:--~-----:--------:--------: --------: Column 35 29 24 6 94 

Total 37.2 ~0.9 25.5 6.4 100. C, 

Non-SHoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row. 
Col % :CA ham;AL NJ Total 

: I.: 2.: 3.: 4.= 
Type of Plan-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: , 

2. 
Fo.llow Routine 
Procedures 

Using 3. 
Officer's 
Experience 

Column 
Total 

11: 3: 13: 1: 28 
39.3 : 10.7 : 46.4 : 3.6 : 96.6 
91.7 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 

~:--------:--------:--------:--------· 1 · 0 · 0 · 0 · .1 · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · 3.4 · · · · 8.3 : 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 : · · 
-:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 

12 3 13 1 29 
41. 4 10.3 44.8 3.4 100.0 

• 
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Table 81. FIRST COMMUNICATION OFFICER HAD WITH OPPONENT 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakla~d, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA . ham,AL NJ Total 

. :. 1. : 2. : 3.': 4. : 
C omrnuni cat-; on---;..--: --------: ... -------: ----.-"-- ... : --.... .-'-.l..~.-.,~-: 

1..: 4! 5: 3: 1: 13 
Establish : 30.8 : 38.5 : 23.1 : 7.7 : 7.0 
Contact 9.5 : 8.8 : 5.4: 3.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--~-----: Ordered to 3.: 32: 39: 44: 18: 133 
Freeze, Stop, or: 24.1 : 29.3 : 33.1 : 13.5 :--71.9 
Drop Weapon : 76.2 : 68.4 : 78.6 : 60.0: . 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 4. -: 2: 4: 3: 3:' 12 
6.5 Ordered Other : 16.7 : 33.3 : 2!50 0 : 25.0 : 

Than Above 4.8: 700 : 15.4 : 10.0 : 

Attempted 5. 
To Deal With 
Conflict 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:~-------:---~----:--------: : 4: 9: 6: 8: 27 
: 14.8 : 33.3.: 2'2.2 : 29.6 : 14.6 

9.5 : 15.8 : 10.7 : 26.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

42 
22.7 

57 
30.8 

56 
30.3. 

(Continued on next page) 

30 
16.2 

185 
100.0 
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Table 81.. FIRST COMMUNICATION OFFICER HAD WITH OPPONENT (cont'd) 

Non-Shoot 

Citx 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Communication------:~-------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 3:: 4: 4: 1: 12 
Established : 25.0 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 8.3 : 14.1 

5.6 : Contact : 14. 3 ~ 16.0 : 19. () : 

Attempted to 
Distract 

2. -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
~ . o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

0: 1: 2: 
0.0 : 33.3 : 66.7 : 
O. 0 : 4.8 : 11.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

3 
3 •. 5 

Ordered to 3.: 15: 16: 14: 9: 54 
Freeze, stop, or: 27.8 : 29.6 : 25.9 : 1-6.7 : 6'3.5 

. Drop Weapon : 71.4 : 64 • .0 : 66.7 : 50.0 : 

Ordered Other 
Than Above 

4. 

Attempted 5. 
To Oea1 With 
Confl ; ct 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:---.--~-: 
2: 2: 1: 1: 6 

33.3 : 33.3 : 16.7 : lS.7 : 7.1 
9. 5: 8.0 : 4.8 : 5.6 : 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--------: 
: 1: 3: 1: 5: 10 
:' 10.0 : 30.0 : 10.0 : 50.0 : 1l.8 

4.8 : 12.0 : 4.8 : 27.8 : 
-:--------:--------:--~-----:--------: 21 

24.7 
25 

29.4 
21 

24.7 
18 

21. 2 
85 

100.0 
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Table 82. DURATION OF COMMUNICATION 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Duration of : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Communi ca~i on---'·--: --------: .. ---- ..... -: ._----_.: --------: 

0.: 0: 0: 0: 1: 1 
Less than 1 min.: 0.0: 0.0 : 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.5 

0.0: 3.7 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
-:-------.:-----~--:--------:--------: 1.: 13: 25: 21: 3: 62 

5 seconds or : 21.0 : 40.3 : 33.9 : Lt..8 ':"·31.6 
less : 28.3 : 41.7 : 33.3 : 11.1 : 

-:--------:.---- .... --:-~------:--------: 
2~: 12: 16: 19: 7: 54 

6-30 seconds : 22 .. 2 : 29 .. 6 : 35.2 : 13.0 : 27.6 
: 26.1 : 26.7 : 30.2 : 25.9 : 

3. 
31 seconds to 
2 mi nutes 

-:--------:--------:------~-:--------: : 14: 15: 9: 6: 44 
: 31.8 : 34.1,: 20.5 : 13.6 : 22.4 
: 30.4 : 25.0 : 14.3 : 22.2 : 

-:--------:--------:- .... ---~--:-------~: 
4.: 4: 2: 12: 4: 22 

2-: minutes : 18.2 : 9.1 : 54.5.: 18.2 : 11.2 
3.3 : 19.0 : 14.8 : 

5. 
5-15 minutes 

6. 
16 minutes to 
1 hour 

Column 
Total 

8.7 : 
-:--------:--------:- .... ------:--~---- .. : . . 3 : 1: 2: 5: 
: 27.3 : 

6.5 : 
9.1 : 18.2 : 45.5 : 
1. 7 : , 3. 2 : 18. 5 : 

-:------~-:--------:--------:--~-----: 
0: 1: 

0.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0: 1. 7 : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 50. a : 
0.0 : 3.7 : 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 46 
23.5 
, . 

63 
32 .. 1 

(Continued on next page) 

27 
13.8 

11 
5.6 

2 
1. a 

196 
100.0 
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Table 82. DURATION OF Cor~MUNICATION '(cant/d) 

Nan .. Shoot 

City 
count ~ 

Row % :Oakland, B;rming~ Miami ,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Duration of 

5 seconds or 
1 ess 

6-30' seconds 
2. 

3. 
31 seconds to 
2 minutes 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 7: 8: 6: 
: 28.0 : 32.0 : 24.0 : 
: 31.8 : 32.0 : 28.6 : 

4: 25 
16.0 : 31.3 
33.3 : 

-:.-------:--------:-----~--:--------: 
: 3: 7: 3: 4: 17 
: 17.6 : 41.2 : 17.6 : 23.5 : 21.3 
: 13.6 : 28.0 ! 14.3 : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 3: 4: 3: 2: 12 

2-5 minutes : 25.0 : 33 .. 3 : 25 .. 0 : 16.7 : 1S.I) 
13.6: 16.0: 14.3: 16.7 : 

-!--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 1: 0: 0: 1: 

5-15 m; nutes : 50.0: 0.0: 0.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0 : 8.3 : 4.5 : 0 .. 0 : 

-:----~-- .. :--------:--~-----:---.----: 
6. 0 · 0 • 0 · 1 · · • · · 16 minutes to 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · · · · · 1 hour 0.0 · 0.0 • 0.0 · ' S. 3 · · • · · 

-:--------:--------:----~---:~-------: Column 22 25 21 12 
Total 27.5 31.3 26.3 15.0 

2' 
2 .. 5 

1 
1.3 

80 
100.0 

.. 
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Table 83. EMOTIONAL IMPACT OF COMMUNICATION ON OPPONENT 

Shoot 

Cit,x 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Emotional 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Impact - --------:--------:---.----:--------:--------: 

1.: 11: 7: 12: 5: 35 
Became Much : 31.4 : 20.0 : 34.3 : 14.3 : 19.1 
Angrier : 24.4 : 13.2 : 22.2 : 16.1 : 

-:--------:--------:---~----:--------: 2.:- 7: 11: 12: 13: 43 
Became More 16.3 : 25.6 : 27.9 : 30.2 :-'23.5 
Angry 15.6: 20.8: 22.2: 41.9 : 

. -:--------:--------:--------:--------: 3.: 27: 29: 29: 3:' 88 
Emotional State: 30.7 ; 33.0 : 33.0 : 3.4: 48.1 
Unchanged : 60.0 : 54.7 : 53.7 : 9.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4. 0: 2: 0: 5: 7 

Became Calme~ 0.0: 28.6 : 0.0 : 71.4 : 3.8 
0.0 : 3.8 : 0.0 : 1S.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5. 0: 1: 1: 1: 3 

Became Much 0.0 : 33.3 : 33.3·: 33.3.: 1.6 
Calmer' 0.0: 1.9 : 1.9 : 3.2 : 

Other 
6. 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0: 3: 0: 4: 7 

0.0 : 42.9 : 0.0: 57.1 : 3.8 
0.0: 5.7 : . 0.0 : 12.9 : 

-:------~-:--------!--------:--------: 
45 

24.6 
53 

29.0 
54 

29.5 

(Continued on next page) 

31 
16.9 

183 
100.0 
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Table 83. EMOTIONAL IMPACT OF COMMUNICATION ON OPPONENT (contld) 

Non-Shoot 

City 
Count :: 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1 .. : 2. : 3. : 4. : Emotional 
Lmoact ------~-:--~-----:---~----:--------:--~-----: 

Became Much 
Angrier 

Became More 
Angry 

1. 

2. 

. . 2 : 
: 2-8.6 : 

10.0 : 

0: 2: 3: 
0.0 : 28.6 : 42.9 : 
0.0: 9.5 : 20.0 : 

~:--------:--~-----:--------:--------: 

7 
9.2 

: 3: 6: 
: 21.4 : 42.9 : 
: 15.0 : 30.0 : 

2: 3: '14 
14.3 : 21.4 : 18.4 
9.5 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 11: 10: 14: 3: 38 

Emotional State: 28.9 : 20.3 : 36.8: 7 .. 9: 50.0 
Unchanged : 55.0 : 50.0 : 66.7 : 20.0 : 

4~ 
Became Calmer 

Became Much 
Calmer 

Other 

s. 

6. 

Column 
Total 

-:-----~--:----~---:--------:-----~--: a ~ 4: 2 ~ 6: 12 
0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 20.0 : 

16.7 : SO.O : 15.8 
9.5 : 40 •. 0 : 

-:~----~--:------.-:--------:.-------: 
• 2' · . 
:' 66.7 : 
: 10.0 : 

0: 1: 
0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 4.8 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

,.: w, _______ : ..... _____ : _. ______ : ____ • ___ : 

0 2 0 0 · 0 · 0 • · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · 0 · · 0 

10.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 0 'O~O 0 · · · · 
-:-----~--:--------:--~-----:--------: 20 .:20 21 15 

25.3 26.3 27.6 19.7 

3 
3.9 

2 
2.6 

76 
100.0 
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ran away in non-shoot cases than in shoot cases (21~3 percent VS. 40.1 per

cent). Newark stands out at the 10w end (24.3 percetlt) and l~iami at the 

high end (53.6 percent) for fleeing opponents in shooting cases. Very few 

opponents attacked with bare hands (8.6 percent for shooters and 2.2 percent 

for non .. shooters), fewer with a sharp object (3.2 percent and 2.2 percent, 

respectively). 'and still fewer with a blunt oltject (2.7 percent and 0.0 

percent, respectively). More non-shooters reported that opponents held 

firearms than did shooters (34.8 percent vs. 24.3 percent), but, not surpris

ingly, far more shooters reported that the opponent fired" 'a firearm (21.6 

percent vs~ 11.2 percent). 

[INSERT TABLE 64 HEREJ 

Tables 85 and 86 contain information on shooting by other officers in 

the incident. In jLlst overone-fourth of the shooting cases (26.7 percent) J 

another officer or several officers shot before the officer in ~uestion (Table 

85). The camparable figure for non-shooters is.15.9 percent. The number o~ 

other officers who fired is primarily one (75.0 prcent for shooters and 53.8 

prcent for non-shooters), but they ranged up to six for shooters and up to 12 

for non ... shooters (although it should be pointed out that the latter was for 

one case in Newark (see Table 86). 

[INSERT TABLES 85 and 86 HEREJ 

Discriminant Analysis 
, 

It is the aim of discriminant analysis to distinguish between two (or 

more) groups of individuals. In our case, of course t ~he groups are shooters 

and non~shoQters~ 

A discriminant fun'ction is of the ,form: y:. b1Zl T 0Zz2 + b3z3 + ••• + 

bozn; where the bls are weights obtained to maximize differences (on Y) 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT 

OPPONENT ACTION: RAN AWAY 

Shoot 

Cit~ 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birm;ng- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Ran Away --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: '31: 42: 32: 28: 133 
No : 23.3 : 31~ : 24.1 : 21.1 : 59.9 

: 59.6 : 65.6 : 46.4 : 75.7 : 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

Ran Away 

No 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 21: 22: 37: 9: 89 
: 23.6 : 24.7 : 41.6 : 10.1 : 40.1 
: 40.4 : 34.4 : 53.6 : 24.3 : 

-:--~-----:--------:----~-~:----~---: 52 
23.4 

64 
28.8 

69 
31.1 

37 
16.7 

222 
100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birrning- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
-------~:--------:--------:--------:.-------: 

0.: 22: 20: 1'2: 16: 70 
: 31.4 : 28.6 : 17.1 : 22.9 : 78,7 
: 91.7 : 80.0 : 57.1 : 84.2 : 

-:--------:----.--~:~-------:--------: 
1. ~ 2: 5: 9: 3: 19 

¥es : 10.5 ! 26.3 : 47.4 : 15.8 : 21.3 

Column 
Total 

8.3 : 20.0 : 42.9 : 15.8 : 
-:--------:--------:~-------:--------: 24 

27,,0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued on next page) 

19 
21.3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (contld) 

OPPONENT ACTION: ATTACKED WITH BARE HANDS 

Shoot 

.. 
City 

Count. : 
Row ~ :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ 

Row 
Total 

At~acked : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
With Bare Hands----:-~------:--------:--------:--------: 

NO 

Yes,' 

Non .. Shoot 

Attacked 

0.: 48: 57: $8: 30: 203 

1-

Column 
Tatar 

: 23.6 ! 28.1 : 33.5 : 14.8 : 91.4 
: 92.3 : 89.1 : 98.6 : 81.1 r-

-: -----_ ... -: -_._----: ---.... ... ---: --~-- ... --: 
· 4 · 7 · 1 • 7 · 19 · · · · · · 21.1 · 36.8 · 5.3 · 36.8 · 8.6 · · · · · 7.7 · 10.9 · 1.4 · 18.9 • · · · · 

-:-~------:--------:-~------:--------: 
52 64 69 31 222 

23.4 28.8 31.1 16.7 100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Sirming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL' NJ Total 

· · 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
With Bare Hands----:---~----:--------:-·------:--------: 

No 

Yes 

0.: 23: 25: 21: 18: 87 
: 26.4 : 28.7 : 24.1 : 20.7 : 97.8 
: 95.8 : 100.0 : 100~0 : 94.7 : 

-:---.----:-------~:--------:--------: 
).: 1: 0: 0: 1: 2 

Column 
Total 

: 50~0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 50.0 : 2.2 
:' 4.2 :. 0.0 :' O. a : 5.3 : 

-:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued' (~ '1ext P?ge) 

89 
100.0 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONE~T (cont1d) 

OPPONENT ACTION: ATTACKED WITH BLUNT OBJECT 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Co'! '1. :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Att:ac~ed : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
wi th Blunt IJbj e"ct--: .---------: --------: --------: .-------: 

0.: 51: 63: 68: 34:' 216 
No : 2,3.6 : 29.2 : 31.5 : 15.7 : 97.3 

: 98.1 : 98.4 : 98.6 : 91.9 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1.: 1: 1: 1: 3: 6 

Yes : 16.7 : 16.7 : 16.7 : 50~0 : 2.7 

Non-Shoot 

1.9 : 1.6 : 1.4 : :·8:1 : 
-:-~-----:~-~.----:--------:--------: 

Column 
Total 

52 
23 .. 4 

City 
Count : 

64 
28~8 

69 
31.1 

37 
16.7 

222 
roo.o 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Attacked : 1.: 2,: 3.: 4.: 
~~th Blunt Object--:--------:---._---:--------:--------: 

0...: 24: ?S: 21: 19: &9 
No : 27.0 : 28.~ : 23.6 : 21.3 : 100.0 

: 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23 .. 6 

(Continued on next page) 

19 
21.3 

89 
100.0 
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TablE 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (cont'd) 

OPPONENT ACTION: ATTACKED WITH SHARP OBJECT 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :OJklanci, airming~ Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Attacked : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
WitH Sharp Object--:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

o .: 50: 62: 67: 36: 215 
No : 23.3 : 2808 : 31.2 : 16.7 : 96.8 

: 96.2 : 96.9 : 97.1 : 97.3 .~. 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

-:--------:-------.:--------:---~----: 1.: 2: 2: 2: 1: 7 
: 28.6 : 28.6 : 28.6 : 14.3: 3.2 

3.8 : 3.1 : 2.9 : 2.7 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Column 
. Total 

52 
23.4 

City 
Count : 

64 
28.8 

69 
31.1 

37 
16.7 

222 
100.0 

Row % :Oak1and, Birming- Miami,FL Newark f Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL' NJ Total 

Attacked : 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
With Sharp Object--:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: 23: 25: 21: 18: 87 
No : 26.4 : 28.7 : 24.1 : 20.7 : 97.8 

: 95.8 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 94.7 : · . . . . -.--------.--------.--------.--------. 
I. · 1 · 0 · 0 · 1 · 2 · · · · · Yes · '50.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 50.0 · 2.2 · , , · · · 4.2 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 5.3 , , • · · · , 

--------:--------:-----~--:------~-: -, 
Column 24 25 21 19 89 
Total 27.0 28.1 23.6 21.3 100.0 

(Continued on next p~ge) 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (cont'd) 

OPPO~ENT ACTION: HELD FIREARM 

Shoot .,.--;-.;..;. 

No 

Yes 

Non-Shoot .. 

Hel d 
~ann 

No 

Yes 

tity 
Count 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

~ 1. : 2. : 3. : 4.: · . . . . --------.--------.--------.--------.--------. o. 35 : 
!' 20.8 : 
: 67.3 : 

43: 58: 32: 168 
25.6 : 34.5 : 19.0 : 75.7 
67.2 : 84.1 : 86.5 ~ 

-: ---.. ----: -------: -------- :.--------: 
L · 17 · 21. · 11 · 5 : · · · · · 31.5 · 38~9 · 20.4 · 9.3 · · · · · · · 32.7 · 32.8 · 15.9 · 13.5 · · · · · · 

-:-------~:--------:--------:--------: Column 52 
Total 23.4 

City 
Count : 

64 69 .37 
28.8 31.1 16.7 

54 
24.3 

222 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland J Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

O. · 16 · 16 · 14 · 12 · 5.8 · · · · · · 27.6 : 27.6 · 24.1 · 20.7 · 65.2 · · · · · 66.7 64.0 · 66.7 · 63.2 · · · · · 
-:--------:---~----:--------:--------

1. · 8 · 9 · 7 · 7 · 31 · · · · · · 25.8 · 29.0 · 22.6 · 22.6 · 34.8 · · · · · · 33.3 · 36.0 · 33.3 · 36.8 · · · · · · · · . --------:--------: -. --------.--------. 
Column 24 25 21 19 89 
Total 27.0 28.1 23.6 21.3 100.0 

(Continued on next page) 

.\ 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (cont'd) 

OPPONENT ACTION: POINTED FIREARM 

Shoot 

Pointed 
-rrrearm 

No 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

Pointed 
Firearm 

No 

Yes 

.. 
City 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 

Total Col % :CA ham,AL NJ 
1. : 2.: 3.: 4.: 

--------:--------:~------~:--------:--------: 0.: 29: 35: 55: 23: 143 
: 20.3 : 24.5 : 39.2 : 15.1 : 54.4 
: 55.8 : 54.7 : 81.2 : 52.2 "r-

-:--------:---~----:--------:--~----~: 1.: 23: 29: 13: 14: 79 

Column 
Total 

: 29.1 : 36.7 : 15.5 : 17.7 : 35.5 
: 44.2 : 45.3 : 18.8 : 37.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 52 
23.4 

54 
28.8 

69 
31.1 

37 
16.7 

222 
100.0 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL' NJ Total 

2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: 14: 17: 15: 14: 60 
: 23.3 : 28.3 : 25.0 : 23.3 : 67.4 
: 58.3 : 68.0 : 71.4 : 73.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 10: 8: 6: 5: 29 

Column 
Total 

: 34~5 : 27.6 : 20.7 : 17.2 : 32.6 
:,41.7 :. 32.0 : 28.6 : 26.3 : 

~:~-------:-----~--:-----.--:--------: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued' on next P?ge) 

19 
2'1.3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (cont'd) 

OPPONENT ACTION: FIRED FIREARM 

Shoot 

Fi red 
Fi reann 

No 

Yes 

Non-Shoot 

Fi red 
'F1reann 

No 

Yes 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, ?-ow 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 4.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 0.: 40: 45: 61: 28: 3.74 

: 23.0 : 25.9' : 35.1 : 16.1 : 78.4 
: 76.9 : 70.3 : 88.4 : 75.7 : 

-:--------:--~-----:--------:--------: 
1.: 12: 19: 8: 9: 48 

Column 
Total 

: 25.0 : 39.6 : 16.7 : 18.8 : 21.6 
: 23.1 : 29.7 : 11.6 : 24.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------
52 

23.4 

City 

64 
28.8 

69 
31.1 

37 
16.7 

222 
100.0 

Count : . 
Row % :Oakland, Bitming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Cul % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

0.: 21: 24: 16: 18: 7.9 
: 26.6 : 30.4 : 20.3 : 22.8 : 88.8 
: 87.S : 96.0 : 76.2 : 94.7 : 

-!--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 3: 1: 5: 1: 10 

Column 
Total 

: 30.0 : 10.0 : 50.0 : 10.0 : 11.2 
: 12.5 : 4.0 : 23.8 : 5.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
24 

27.0 
25 

28.1 
21 

23.6 

(Continued on next page) 

19 
21.3 

89 
100.0 
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Table 84. TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY OPPONENT (cont'd) 

OPPONENT ACTION: OTHER 

Shoot 

.. 
.f.ity 

Count : 
Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
Other --------:--------:--------:~-------:--------: 

No 

Yes .. 

Non-Shoot 

Other 

No 

Yes 

o. · 40 · 54 · 44 · 34 · · · · · · · 23.3 · 31.4 · 25.15 · 19.8 · · · · · · · 76.9 · 84.4 · 63.8 · 91.9 .'. · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1. · 12 · 10 · ~!5 · 3 · · · · · · · 24.0 · 20.0 · 50,.0 · 6.0 ". · · · · · · 23.1 · 15.6 · 36.2 · 8.1 · · · · _: _1. _______ : __ .... _ .... _: ___ . ____ : ________ :. 

Column 52 
Total 23.4 

City 
Count : 

64 69 37 
28.8 31.1 16.7 

172 
77.5 

50 
22.5 

222 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL' NJ Total 

'I. : 2. : 3.: 4. : 
________ : ________ : ___ u ____ : ____ o ___ : ________ : 

o. • 14 · 16 · 17 · 13 · 60 • · · · · • 23 .. 3 · 26.7 · 28.3 · 21.7 · 67.4 • · · · · • 58 .. 3 · 64 .. 0 · 81.0 · 68 .. 4 · · · · .. · · . . . . 
-.--------.~-------.--------.--------. 

l. · 10 · 9 · 4 · 6 · 29 · · · · · · ·34.5 · 31.0 · 13.8 · 20.7 : 32.6 · · · · · 41. 7 · 36.0 · 19.0 · 31.6 · · . · · · · . 
-:--------:~-------:--------:-----~--: 

Column 24 25 21 19 89 
Total 27.0 2~8 .1 23.6 21.3 100.0 



rable 85. DID OTHER OFFICERS FIRE BEFORE OFFICER FIRED 

Shoot 

City 
Count : 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Other : 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 
Officers Fire------:--------:--------:--------:--------: -...;..;;...;..;....;;----.;.. 

Yes 

No 

Non-Shoot 

Other 

1;: 13: 16: 19: 8: 56 
: 23.2 : 28a6 : 33.9 : 14.3 : 26.7 
: 25.5 : 25:'8 : 27.9 : 27.6 : 

-:--------:--------:-~------:--------: 
2.: 38: 46: 49: 21: 154 

: l4.7 : 29.9 : 31.8 : 13.6 : 73.3 
: 74.5 : 74.2 : 72.1 : 72.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:-----~--: Co1..umn 
Total 

51 
24.3 

'City 
Count : 

62 
29.5 

68 
32.4 

,29 
1'3.8 

210 
100.0 

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total . . 1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 

Officers Fire------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
• - 1.:.2: 8: 4: 0: 14 

Yes 

No 

: 14.3 : 57.1 : 28.6 : 0.0 : 15.9 
: 8.3 : 32.0 : 19.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:-~------:--------:--------: . 
2.: 22: 17: 17: 18: 74 

Column 
Total 

: 29.7 : 23.0 : 23.0 : 24.3 : 84.1 
: 91.7 : 68.0 : 81.0 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:~--~----: 
24 

27,.3 
25 

28.4 
21 

23.9 
18 

20.5 
88 

100 .. 0 

.......... ""--l .... 
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Table 86. NUMBER OF OFFICERS WHO FIRED 

Shoot 

City 
Count 

Row % ~Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Newark, Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL NJ Total 

Number of 1. : 2.: 3. : 4.: 
'Li1'fi c e rs --------:--------:--------:--------:--------: .. i- II 13 1.3 2 39 

28.2 33.3 33.3 5.1 75.0 
91. 7 81.3 72.2 33.3 

-:-~------:.-------:--------:--------: 2_ 1 2 3 1 7 
14.3 28.6 42.9 ' . 14.3 · 13.5 · • 
8.3 12.5 16.7 16.7 ... ' · 

-:----~---:--------:--------:--------: 3. 0 0 · 0 3 · 3 · • 
0.0 .- 0.0 0.0 · 100.0 .. 5.8 . · · 0.0 0.0 " 0.(1 50.0 · 

-:------~-:--------:--------:--------: 5. 0 0 1 0 1 
0.0 0.0 • 100.0 0.0 1.9 • 
0.0 0.0. 5.6 0.0 

-:--------:----~---:--------:--------: 6. 0 1 1 0 2 
0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 3.8 
0.0 6.3 5.6~ 0.0 

-:--------: --------:--------:--------: 
Column 12 16 18 6 52 
Total 23.1 30.8 34.6 11.5 100.0 
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Table 86. NUMBER OF OFFICERS WHO FIRED (continued) 

t\on-Shoot 

flll 
count :-

Row % :Oakland, Birming- Miami,FL Row 
Col % :CA ham,AL Total 

Number of 1.: 2.: 3.: 
Dfficers --------:--------:---.----:-------~: 

1. 0: 6: 1: 7 
0.0 : 85.7 : 14.3 : 53.8 
0.0 : 85.7 : 25.0 : 

-:---~----:---~-~-:--------: 2.! 1: 1: 2: 4 

4. 

12. 

Column 
Total 

: 25.0 : 25.0 : 50.0 : 30.8 
~ 50.0 : 14.3 : 50.0 : 

-:---.----:-----~--:--------: · 1 · :0 · 0 · 1 · · · · · 100.0 · O~O · 0.0 · 7.7 · · · · • 50.0 . · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · 
-:~-------:--------:--------: 0 • 0 · 1 · 1 · · · 0 .. 0 · 0.0 · 100.0 • 7.7 · · • 

0 .. 0 · 0.0 · 25.0 • · • • 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

2 7 4 13 
15.4 53 .. 8 30.8 100.0 

• _.' •.. _ .... , _ ... :"~4i"'_"" 
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between officers who did and did not use deadly force. The zls are discrim

inating variables on which shooters and non-shooters may differ. 

In classical analysis with the linear discriminant function, the bls are 

those weights that maximize the following ratio: 

variance between Y means 
variance within groups on r .. 

Discriminant ana1ysis aims at forming one or more linear combinations of 

selected discriminating variables. 

maxim; ze separati on of the groups. 

These fUncti ons are fonned so as to 

The max lmum number of functi ons is one .... ~ 
less than the number of groups (with a rare class of exceptions), so in our 

case the procedure leads to one function. 

The resulting function is l!seful for both interpretation of data and 

classification. In interpretation, the bls are eqUivalent to the coefficients 

in multiple regression. Classification implies the categorization of new 

cases with unknown membershi p (i n the shooter and non-shooter categories). 

We used the stepwise procedure of Wilks, in the discriminant analysis, 

to derive an optimum set of discriminating variables in each case of discrim

i nati on. The procedure begi ns by se1 ect; ng the si ng1 e best di scrim;nati ng 

variable from the S"et of all variab1es. The criterion of success is minimi-

zation of Wilksl lambda, a measure of group discrimination- ... a criterion 

equivalent to maximizing the mu1tivariate F ratio for the test of differ-

ences in group centroids • . . 
A second discriminating variab1e is then selected as the variable best 

ab1e to improve the value of the criterion of discrimination in combination 

with the first variable. The third and later variables are similarly selected 

to improve d'iscr'imi nat; on. At each step, moreover, var; ab 1 es previous1y . 
selected are removed if they are found to reduce qiscrimination in combination 

• 
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with more recently selected variables. The procedure stops when all discrim

inating variables have been selected ard the remaining variables do not con-

tribute to further discrimination. 

The full set of discriminating variables used in the linear discriminant 

function and at the start oT the discriminant analysis is as fallows: 

1. Height (in .inchos). 

2. Weight (in pounds). 

3_ Education (assi~ning values of "years of education"). 

4. ehildren (.a-no, l-yes). 

5. Work evaluation (1-1ow, 2-average~ 3-high). 

6. Prior shootings (number in last five years). 

7. Race (dichotomized white/non-white). 

8. Age (actual). 

9. Sex (a .. male, I-female). 

10 .. Commendations (number of departmental). 

11. Discipline (number of findings). 

12. Complaints (number). 

We turn first to the results using the classical discriminant function. 

Tabl e 87 contai ns the b I s obtai ned by the analys; s. Perhaps what stands out 
. 

mast clearly in the table is the var;abi1ity of both optimum predictors and 

predictive accuracy from city to city. Prior shootings is the most important 

variable in Birmingham, complaints in Miami and Newark, and work evaluation 

in Oakland. And predictive accuracy ranges fom a low of 68.2 percent correct 

classifications in Miami to a high of 91.9 percent correct classifications in 

Birmingham. 

[INSERT TABLE 87 HERE] 
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TABLE 87. DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

Three 
Oakland Mi ami Birminaham Cit i es Newark 

It 

AGE .29 .. 33 .32 .36 -.10 

RACE -.15 .. 21 .33 .14 .35 

SEX .00 .09 .02 .02 n.a. i 
l 

HEIGHT -.24 .10 .38 .... 08 -.16 , 
• I 

WEIGH-T .15 .13 .08 .28 .12 

EDUCATION .44 .24 -.04 .33 n.a. I 

.. ~ .. t I 
' , 

MARRIED .45 -.45 .28 .13 n.a • 

CHILDREN .18 • 10 -.42 · ... 21 n.a. 

WORK EVALUATION I;]! I .06 .13 -.14 n.<1. 

COMMENDATIONS .... 36 -.05 -.09 .17 .55 

DISCIPLINE: .... 51 -.24 .48 ... 22 -.03 

COMPLAINTS .65 I · 751 -.23 .51 1-·591 

PRIOR SHOOTINGS ... 14 -.48 I-Jfal 1-·841 -.43 I 
~I 

CENTROIDS 

SHOOTER ... 43 -.33 -.73 -.29 -.26 

NON·SHOOTER 1.01 1.02 2.09 .81 1.42 

PERCENT 
CORRECT 
CLASSIFICATION 76.6% 68.2% 91.9% 72.6% 82.4% 

• 

CANONTCAL 

.! CORRELATION .56 .51 .78 .44 .52 

, 
i 

II 
.1 
:1 .. 
• j , 
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The data from Newark could not be combined with the data from the other 

cities because of the large array of missir1g information from Newark. 

The coefficients in the functions derived in discriminant analyses at'e 

shawn in Table 88. The accuracy of classification is shown in Table 89. 

[INSERr TABLES 88 AND 89 HERE] 

The pattern of results, after selecting an optimum group of predictors, 

fOi each discrimination is generally similar to that obtained in the classical 

style. Again, prior shootings is the most important variable in Birmingham, 

complaints in Miami· and Newark, and work evaluation in Oakland. Correct 

classification (hits) ranges from 58.4 percent in Miami to 90.6 percent in 

,airm~ngham, on1y siightly lower" overall than in the linear o.nalysis that 

keeps all variab1es. 

OVer the entire Table 88, "prior shaoti~gs" stands out prominently for 

its predictive power--those who shot before are most likely to shoot again. 

"Complaints H holds up 'as a significant discriminating variable over the 

cities, but is predictive of non-shooters in Oakland and Miami, and of shooters 

in Birmingham and Newark. Race and age are discriminating variables in two 

cities each, with non-shooters being more likely to be non-white dnd ~lder. 

Contingency Analysis 

To obtain a complete picture, shooters and non-shooters were compared on 

all possible differentiating variables, except for opponent characteristics 

~here- ce"l entries were generally too sm~ll for tests. The statistical test 

was chi-square, and the measure of association Kendall's tau. The results of 

these comparisons are summarized in Table 90. The level of significance for 

each chi-square ;s entered in the table if the level is eq Jal or less than 

.05, otherwise n.s. is entered. 

[INSERT TABLE 90 HERE] 



'" ..... 

\ 

179 

TABLE 88. DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS (STEPWISE PROCEDURE) 

Three 
Oakland Miami Bi rmi ngha~ Cit i es Newark 

HEIGHT .41 

WEIGHT .24 

EDUCATION .37 \~ .. 
MARRIED -.43 .28 * 
CHILDREN -.34 * 
WORK EVALUATION -.92 ~ . * 
PRIOR SHOOTINGS -.51 -.90 -.85 -.41 

RACE .39 .36 

AGE .49 .35 .25 

SEX * 
COMMENDATIONS -.38 .SO 

DISCIPLINE -.76 .47 

COMPLAINTS .77 .76 -.24 .51 -cS9 

CENTROIDS --
SHOOTER -. "17 -.29 -.72 -.27 ... 25 , 

NON-SHOOTEr< .88 .92 2.06 .75 1.39 il 
I 

II 
* variables had to be excluded from stepwise analysis because 

I, 

Note :- of ! I 
excessive missing data. ; I . I 

. , 

~. I 

! 1 I 

E I 
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TABLE 89. ACCURACY OF CLASSIFICATION 

Group 
City Prediction Predicted Group Membership (%) "-

Shooter Non-Shooter Overall 
(0) (1) Hits Misses 

Shooter (0) 70.5 29.5 
OAKLAND 74.1 25.9 

Non":'Shooter (1) 14.3 85.7 

Shooter (0) 57.5 42.5 
MIAMI 58.4 41.5 

Non.-Shooter (1 ) 37.5 62.5 

Shooter (0) 89.S '10.4 
BIRMINGHAM 90.6 9.,4 

Non-Shooter (1) 'S.2 . 93.7 

Shooter (0) 55.9 44 .. 1 
THREE CITIES 60.2 ~9.8 

Non-Shooter (1) 20.8 79~2 

Shooter (0) 77 .5 22 •. 5 
NEWARK 77 .0 23.0 

Non-Shooter (1) 25.0 75.0 
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TABLE 90. SHOOTER/NON-SHOOTER CONTINGENCY COMPARISONS 

OAK I BIRM IMIAMI I NEW ~l' 
=======================================================================~==~========== 

INCIDENT AND EARLY ACTIONS 
... -

Circumstances requi ri ng attention n.s. n.s • .05 n.s. .02 
.. 

Aware possible use of deadly force n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Make plans prior to arrival n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n .. s~ 

I f yes, what plans? n.s. n.s. n. S·. n.s. n.s. . ~.", 
Observations support or contradict earlier info. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Officer actiop--maintain vigilance n.s. n.s. 0 .05 n.s. n.s. 

Offi cel' action--apprehend suspect n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Officer action--engage in conversation n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Officer action--unholster weapon n.s. n.s. n.S. n.s. n.s. 

Officer action--point weapon n .. s. n.s. . n. s .. n.s. n.s • . . 
Officer action--take cover n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Officer action--cal' assistance n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Offi cer action--other n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Work out plan to deal with subject' n.s. .01 .01 -- .02 

First thing said to subject 
. I .03 n.s. I n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Duration of communication n.s. n.s. n.s", n.$. n.s. 

Emotional impact of communication on subject 
(angry ---> calm) . .03 n.s .. n.s • n.s. .01 

. 
Given propel' quidance -- n.s. n.s. _ .. .02 

. 
Given proper assistance -- n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s~ 

Is the policy adqequate n.s. n.s. n.s. .02 n.s. 

How we11 trained to cope with incident . 
I (we 11 trained ---> poorly trained) n.s. rI.S. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

"--'- I 

i 
I 

/1 
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TABLE 90. SHOOTER/NON-SHOOTER CONTINGENCY COMPARISONS (continued) 

I OAK I BIRM /MIAMI NEW 
==================~=========;==~===================================================== 

OFFICER CHARACTERISTICS 

Rank n.s. .01 n.s. n.s • .OZ . . 
Unit Assignment n.s. 001 n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Activity -- n.s. n.s. .03 .003 

Sex n.s. n.s. n .. s. -- n.s. 
0 

Race n.s. n .. s. .04 n.s. n.s. 

Age n.s. n.s. n.s. .04 n..s. 
, 

Wei ght n.s. .0004 n.s. .03 n.s. 
0 

He; ght n.s. n.s. n.s. .. 030 n.s. 

Father's Occupation n.s. n.s. n.s. ' .. - n.s~ 

Education .03 .03 n.s. ..- .005 . 
Years as a Police Officer n.s. n.s. .03 n.s. .OZ 

Days 1 cst due to extended illness Iv n.s. .02 n.s. .003 .02 

Days lo-st due to disability n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s • 

- Days lost due to mental health problems n.s. -- '-- -- . • 02 

Shooting incidents--last fi ve years n.s. n.s. .0000 .0002 .01 

Number subject fatalities--last five years n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. I 

Level of 11arksmanshi p n.s. n.s. • 04 .02 .01 

Lost, authority to carry weapon -- n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Officer involved in more shooting n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
0 

Any fat a 1 shootings -- n.s. -- n.s. n.s. 

Days lost due to extended i 11 ness n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Days lost due to disabil ity n.s. n.s. n.s. n. s. I n.s. 

Days 1 cst due to menta 1 health problems n.S. -- -- n. s. \ n.s. I 
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Critical Incident Analysis 

Our findings based on the Critical Incident Survey instruments will be 

presented in two sections~ A and B. Section A will be based on the data from 

Miami, Oakland, and Birmingham, where identica1 items were used except for 

dates and , ocat; onS (whi ch were adapted to local cond; t i ons--see Appendi.ces 

E, F, and G). Section B will be devoted to the critical incident data from 

Newark, where a unique instrument was used (see Appendix H). 

Section A. Before the critical incident questions were presented, each 

offi cer was asked a. set: of factual 'questi ons regard; ng knowl edge of 1 oca 1 

poljcy. In Appendix E (Miami), these are items one to five; in Appendix F 

(Oakland), items one t(l four; and in Appendix G (Birmingham), items .one to 

five. 

Each of the three departments showed general knowledge of the elements 

of its own policies. Oakland and Miami had averages of 90.8 percent and 86.5 

percent correct, respectively, on these questions. Birmingham's officers 

had an average correct score of 82.3 percent. 

Oakland police personnel showed substantial confusion in regard to one 

. replY. Twenty-one and eight-tenths percent of f~he officers incorrectly felt 

it was appropriate to use deadly force against al1 fleeing felons. Of the 

officers questioned, 50 of them sergeants, 40 percent of those- assigned to 

on~ ~atrol watch, 71.4 percent of those assigned to traffic, and 44.4 percent 

of Hispanic officers provided the largest, percentages of support for this 

·incorrect position. 

t'.i ami off; cers showed si gni fi cant erroneous opi ni on on two questi ons. 

Fi rst, 21. 8 percent of the personnel bel i eved that it was appropri ate to use 

deadly force aga i nst all fl eel ng felons. Fifty-two and four-tenths percent 

of the- questioned trainees thought 'it was appropriate to use deadly force 
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TABLE 90. SHOOTER/NON-SHOOTER CONTINGENCY COMPARISONS (continued) 

I OAK 1 BIRM lMIAMI I NEW I ALL r 
========~=~====::==================~================~========~======================= 
SUBJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Role in incident .0006 .02 .05 n.s • .007 
... 

Physical status regarding officer n.s. .0000 • (fOOl n.s. .0000 

Armed n.s. .0005 eOO02 n.s • .0000 

Weapon n.s .. .01 • 0008 n.s • .0000 
. -

Race n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Age n.s .. n •. s; n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Weight n.s. .04 n.s. n.s .. n.s. 

Height n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s • 
. 

Work status ..OS n.s. .04 n.s. n.s. 

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT . . 
0': 

Type of Neighborhood n.s. n.s .. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Economic level of Neighborhood (high/low) n.s. n.s .. .04 n.s. .004 

Where incident took place (inside/outside) n.s. n.s. n.s. .0008 .02 

What type of place--Inside . n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s • n.s. 

What type of place--Outside . n.s. n.s. ns.S n.s. n.s • 

Weathe.r -- -- -- -- --
Lighting at scene (good/poor) . . n.s. .03 n.s .. -- .02 
. 

TEMPORAL FACTORS 

Day of Week (Monday to Sunday) n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Month of Year (January to December) n.s. n.s. n.s. .02 n.s. I 

r 

I 
I 
I 

i 

/

' I 
I 

.I I 

" I' 

:~ i 

~ : 

• 

! : 
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under such circumstances. Second, the greatest difficulty for the questioned 

Miami officers related to the officers' right to draw weapons. The policy 

states that thsy may un hal ster or draw thei r fi rearms 11,' certai n ci rcumstances 

requiring caution for the officer's safety even in the absence of justification 

for the use of deadly force. Yet, 67.8 percent of all officers said they 

could draw 0lllY when the use of force was justified. Only recruit officers 

(57.1 percent) and Hispani cs (54.5 percent) responded accord; ng to pol icy 

with majorities. 

Miami's answers should be viewed in light of two facts. First, the 

department was operating under a newly adopted pol icy at the time of the 

survey, and second, not all officers had attended the department's training 

program on the policy. 

Bi rmingham had al so recently adopted a new fi rearms pol icy at the time 

of the survey_ This mi~ht have been a factor in the erroneous opinion found 

on four questi ons. Twenty-three and three-ten.ths percent of the offi cers, 

including 25.0 percent of the sergeants, believed it was all right to use 

deadly force to arrest a misdemeanant. Forty-three and three-tenths of Birm

ingham's personnel, including 37.5 percent of the sergeants, thought it was 

appropri ate to use farce to apprehend a man who had compl eted a rape and 

there was no other way to apprehend him, and 49.7 percent bel ieved that it 

could be used to apprehend a suspect who had committed a burglary with a gun 

in his possess~on. Sixty-two and five-tenths percent of participating ser

geants also took this position. Finally, 56 percent of the questioned police 

officers (56.3 percent of the sergeants) said that tney were on1y authorized 

to draw their guns when they were justified to use deadly force. The policy 

does not support their answer (see Appendix 0). 
, 

. ! 

!' 
I 
! 
I; 
:' , 
'j 
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Table 91 contains the response patterns to the initial incidents. The 

pattern of responses of Birmingham officers was much in accord with those of 

their chief. In five of the questions, the highest percentage of responses 

was the response class chosen by the chief. Some Birmingham police officers 

picked the most aggressive response available in six of the eight incident$. 

While in no casr~ did. the percentage involve a majority of the officers, in 

two, 21.2 percent and 27.5 percent of the officers decided upon the mast 

aggressive reply. The chief did not select any of these responses. 

[INSERT TABLE 91 HERE] 

A similar pattern was shown in Miami where the m~jority of officers 

clrose the chief's response in six of the eight questions. In five of the 

ei]ht questions, one or more Miami police officers chose the most aggressive 

reply, but·19.1 percent of the officers was the largest representation. (See 

Table 92.) The chief did not select any of these responses. 

[INSERT TABLE 92 HERE] 

Oakland i s officers also followed the lead of their chief in 75 percent 

of the incidents (six of eight). Some Oakland officers indicated the most 

. aggressive reply in four of the eight incidents. The largest group that 

made such a selection was 10.5 percent. The chief did not select the most 

aggressive reply on any question. 

As TablE:: 92 shows, Birmingham clearly had the largest percentage of 

officers who se1ected the most aggressive answers. Oakland had the snallest 

percentage of such choices. 

Finally, the vast majority of officers in Miami and Oakland found their 

present policy adequate with favorable ratings of 77.5 percent and 88.2 

percent, respectively. See Table 93. 

[INSERT TABLE 93 HERE] 



~ ' ••• _ t \.,. .. _ .. , -- -... ,.-.--......... .... '~ ... 'd l > ......... 

187 

TABLE 91. CRITICAL INCIDENT RESPONSES IN BIRMINGHAM, MIAMI, AND OAKLAND. 

INCIDENT #1: ACTION IN PURSUIT OF STORE BURGLAR 

Birm;n~ham Mi ami Oakland 

A. Return to Original Scene 29.3% 17.0% 15.1% 
B. Shoot at Subject 18.7% -- ... 
C. Go to Car for Help 52.0%* 73.9%* 82.6% ' 
D. Other, Describe ..-- 9.1% 2.3% 

INCIDENT #2: ACTION AT SHOOTING SCENE 

Birmin~ham Miami Oakland .... 
A. Wait for Developments 73.2%* 22.7% 36.0% 
B. Move Toward House 19.5% 37.5%* 36.0% 
C. Prepare to Use Gun 7.4'/. 10.2% 4.7'/. 
D. Other, Describe 29.5% 40.7%* 

:1 

INCIDENT #3: ACTION AT HEROIN ARREST I 
Birmingham Miami Oakland I 

A. Shoot at Fleeing Suspect 17 .. 3% 
B. Chase Fleeing Suspect 31.3%* 47.2% 46.5% . 
Co Call Tor Assistance 51.3'/. 32.6%* 26.7'/. 
D. Other, Descri be 20.2% 26.7%* 

INCIDENT #4: ACTION AT DISTURBANCE CALL 

Birmin~ham ~1i ami Oakland 

A. Call for Assistance 49 .. 7% 60.7% 43.0% I 

\ ~ 
B. Obtain More Information 50.3%* 37.1%* 51. 2%* I 

I' C. Draw Your Weapon _ ... - 1.1% .. -- I 

O. Other, Describe 1.1% 5.0% : I 

'I I 

. INCIDENT #5: ACTION IN P.URSUIT OF STOLEN CAR 
I 

, 

Birminaham 
T' .. "..-

Miami Oakland I I 

A. Terminate Pursuit 51.0~ 52.8%* 73.3%* 
B. Continue Pursuit 49.0%* 42.7% 17.4% 
C. Try to Shoot Out Tire 
D. Other, Describe 4.5% 9.3% r 

I *Answer chosen 'by the Chief of Police 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 91 (continued) 

INCIDENT #6: ACnON AT FIGHT BETWEEN OFFICER AND DRUNK 

Birmingham Miami Oak1and 

A. Announce Presence 47.7%* 62.9%* 62.8%* 
B. Draw Your Weapon 21.2% 11.2% 5.8% 
C. Approach with Night Stick 31.1% 25.8% 30~2% 
D. Other, Describe --- 1.2% 

INCIDENT #7: ,ACTION IN TEEN BURGLARY 

Birminsham Miami Oakland 

A. Request Ass1~tance 
B. Question Victim 

23.0%* 49~4%* 32.6% 
49.3% 2912% 57.0%* 

C. Pursue Subjects 27.6% 19.1% 10.5% 
D. Other) Describe 2 .. 2% _ ... -

INCIDENT #8: ACTION AT SCENE OF PROWLER 

Birmingham Mi ami Oakland 

A. Request Assistance 12.5% 32.6% 30.2% 
B. Call to Suspect 83.6%* 60.7%* 64 .. 0%* 
C. Draw Gun 3.9% 6.7% 3.0% 
D. Other, Oesc,ri be ...-- --.. 2.3% 

*Answer chosen by the Chief of Police 
• 
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TABLE 92. PERCENT OF OFFICERS SELECTING THE 
BIRMINGHAM, MIAMI, AND OAKLAND 

Questi on Birm;n~ham 

1 18.7% 
2 7.4% 
3 17.3% 
4 
5 
6 21.2% 
7 27.6% 
8 3.9% 

I • 
I 

.... _ .... _.,. .. l< 

"MOST AGGRESSIVE STANCE" IN 

Mi ami Oakland 

10.2% 4.7% 

1.1~ ..... 
11.2% 5.8% 
19.1% 10.5% 
6.7% 3.0% 

-' 

i 
I 

! 
I 

:1 
I 
I 
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TABLE 93. RESPONSES RELATED TO PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF PRESENT 
DEPARTMENT POLICY 

Percent Percent 
Adeauate Inadeguate 

Birmingham 19.9% 80.1% 
Miami 77 .5% 22.5% 
Oakl and 88.2% 11.8% 
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It should be noted that the Oakland policy had been in effect for a 

number of years prior' to the survey so the high 1evel of acceptance is not 

surprising. But the t1'lami policy was spanking new at survey time, and a 

1 evel of acceptance of 77.5 percent would not be eXpected. There were, 

however, deviations not shown in the tab1e. Sixty-six and seven-tenths 

percent of all questioned sergeants, 50 percent of the Special Patrol Unit 

officers, 42.9 percent of interviewed traffic officers, and 43.5 perc~nt of 

all officers having between six and 10 years of Service ,either objected to 

the policy or showed only moderate support for it. 

The vast maj ori ty of Bi rmi ngham ' s off; cers (80.1 perCe(lt) cons; dered '. 
the current pol icy inadequate. These were responding not only to the re

strictive nature of the policy, but to what they 5a\'1 as po1itical interference 

in forcing its adoption. Even the chief, during the period in question, saw 

it as too restrictive. 

Section B. The presentation of responses .of Newark police officers to 

the critical incident questionnaire will be divided into five problem areas: 

1. Agreement of police officer responses with official police 
policy. 

2. Agreement of officers in patrol division with policy. 

3. Differential standards for judging acceptability of deadly 
force. ' 

4. Differences in response patterns by officers in special units. 

, . 
1, Agreement. of police officers with official police policy. 

Newark officers generally agreed ,with official policy on 

most of the Newark seven critical incidents (see Appendix H). Prior to ad-

ministration of the instrument, "correct" po1 icy answers were obtained through 

legal review and discussion among th'e police director's chief assistant, 

I, 

i 
I 



de p u ty chi e f 0 f pat r 0 1, c h ; e fin s pee tor' 0 f pat r 0 1, and he ado fin t ern a 1 

affairs. Surprisingly, this smal1 group reached 100 percent agreement as . 

to the "cor'rect" answers to the seven major critic,al incident situations. 

In Incident r (cat burglar), fu1'ly 86 percent of the officers agreed 

with the official policy that it would be best to let the cat burglar esc.ape 

(see Table 94). In ~ncident II (purse snatcher), 83 percent agreed with t:le 

official pol icy that only physical farce be used to capture the juvenile 

purse snatcher. There was 1ess agreement in response to Incident IIr (dea1ing 

with a man threaten; ng off; cers with a bl unt metal instrument ina hostil e 

crowd). Twenty-one and fi ve-tenths perc:ent of the off; cers i ndi cated that 

they would threaten to shoot the man. In Incident IV (the escaping rapist), 

a pl ural ity of 45 percent agreed with official pal icy that it wou1d be best 

to let the rapist escape. However, 36 percent indicated that they would 

shoot to kill. In answering Incident V (the armed psychotic man), 62 percent 

of the offi cers agreed they wOlll d try to keep him at bay, rather than uSP. 

deadly force. In response to Incident VI (armed robber), opinion was divided, 

with fully 45 oercent of the Newark officers indicating they would ~se deadly 
• 'force to capture the robber and only 42 percent agreeing with policy that it 

would be best to hold fire in the downtown crowd. tn the final Incident VII 
• 

(the escaping thief) J 70 percent of the officers agreed with the answer 

chosen in the consensus of authority. 

(INSERT TABLE 94 HEREJ 

It is interesting to observe the specific incidents in which officers 

indicated low agreement with official policy (in Incidents III, IV, and 

VI where there was less than 50 percent agreement with official pol ice 

policy); all involved violent confrontations with an opponent. In the 
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TABLE 94. AGREEMENT WITH OFFICIAL POLICY BY NEWARK POLICE OFFICERS IN 
SEVEN CRITICAL INCIDENTS 

Percent 
Situati on Agree_'with P01icy .~ 

r. Cat Burgl ar 86% 239 
II. Purse Snatcher 83% 233 

Id. Angry Crowd 42% 116 
IV. Rapist .. ' 45% 125 
v. Suspected Psychotic 62% 175 

VI. Armed Robbery 42% 117 
VII. Store Robbery 70% 193 

-
Percent Possible 100% Total Possible 283 

. . 

I 

;) 

'I. 
r .. ,. 
r. 
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situatior',s where there was d high level of agreement (i .e., Incidents I, II, 

and VII), there was no immediate threat to life of either citizen or police . 
officer. 

2. Agreement of officers in patrol division with policy. 

Analysis for the patrol division was conducted by rank. 

The. results are shown in Table 95. Generally speaking, the percentage of 

agreement over ranks was remarkably constant. In Incident I, for example, 

90 percent of the 1 i (!utenants, 90 percent of the sergeants J and 84 percent 

of the petrol officers picked the pal icy response, which was of course the 

choice of the Patrol Deputy Chief (O). 

[INSERT TABLE 95 HERE] 

Interest; ngly, on an i tern wi th the 1 argest di screpancy between patrol 

officers and lieutenants (Incident VI), we have the armed (and presumably 

dangerous) robber with line officers showing less restraint than that initi

ated by their superiors~ 

3. Differential standards for judging acceptability of dead1y 

force. 

At the end of the Critical Survey Instrument administered 

in Newark is a 1 isti'ng of seven situations in wh'ich deadly force mayor may 
~ 

not be used (see Apendix H). For example; the first item asks if it may be 

used against a HFleeing petty theft suspect. R And there are four categories 

of ,permission or acceptabil ity: according' to state law, departmental regu-

;jations, the general consensus of officers in the department, and the re-

spending offi~er ~!~~alf. 

we suggested in Volume I~I thdt, contrary to the expectations of many, 

the majority of offic.ers set standards more restrictive than state law. 
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TABLE 95. PERCENT OF NEWARK PATROL DIVISION POLICE OFFICERS AGREEING WITH 
NEWARK PATROL DEPUT' CHIEF (THE POLICY CHOICE) 

INCIDENT 

I rr In IV v IV VII 
Cat Purse Angry Suspected Anned Store 

Burgl a r Snatc~~.c. Crowd Bap; st PsycQotic Robbery Robbea 

Lieutenant 90(9) 100(10) ,54 (6) 45(5) 81(9) 54(6) 81 (9) 

Sergeant 90 (19) 90(19) 3$(8) 52 (11) 76(16) 57(12) 71(15). 

Patrol 84(167) 82(163} 42(84) 47(93) 61(121} 39 (77) 71 (138) 
Officer 

.-' 

Dept. Total 84% 84% 41% 44% 62% . 42% 70~ 

" 

i 
! 

.\ 
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The pattern of responses to the last critical survey item, shown in Table 96, 

allows examination of that suggestion. 

[INSERT TABLE 96 HERE] 

The percentages of affirmative (permissive) responses are shown in Figure 

lII. Notice that the total responses across all situations indicate a .de

c1iningaffirmation ~o use deadly force on the basis of state law, adminis

trative polity, group norms, and individual standards. 

CINSERT FIGURE III HERE] 

Thi $ pattern suggest.s that offi I;ers bel i eve that admi ni strati ve rul es, 

group norms, and individual standards increasingly restrict the use of deadly 

force. In -t-e-rms of strong armed robbers, for example, fully 106 officers. 

believed that given state guidelines, they would be justified in using deadly 

force. Only 90 officers believed that such actions would be justified usirrg 

Newark police guidelines. S~w'nty .. one officers believed most of their peers 

would use deadly force 'aQd only 61 believe they themselves might use deadly 

force. '(he resul ts may be i 1'1 ustrat.ed by the di agram based on "concentric 

circles" of police shpoting discretion, as used in Volume tIl (Figure IV). 

[INSERT FIGURE IV HERE] 

In general, the widths of the bands (i.e., degrees of difference) were 
.. 

largest in situations where there was little violence or danger to the officer 

(and yet deadly forc.e was allowable under state law, e.g., strong armed rob

bery, arson). There were few observed differences between response patterns 

given state law and other standards in situations where use of deadly force 

was clearly not allowable under state law (e.g., petty theft). 

4. Differences in response patterns by officers in special units. 

The Most surprising results involved response differences 

oyer vari aus operati ana 1 units. The resul ts were far more di verse than one 
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TABLE 96. NEWARK OFFICERS INOICATING THEY WOULD SHOOT/NOT SHOOT IN 
SPEC IFIC SITUATIONS CEF INED BY STATE LAW, NEWARK POLICY, GROUP 
NORMS, AND INOIVIDUAL STANDARDS 

Off; cer 
Newark t10st Himself 

State Law PO Rules Officers Would 
F'eein~ Suspects yes no yes no yes no yes no 

Petty theft .. 4 250 3 251 6 241 6 242 

Armed robber 192 57 170 77 168 76 159 84 

Strong armed 
robber 106 144 90 159 71 169 61 183 

Arsonist 175 68 155 87 112 121 108 132 

Kidnapper: 163 79 149 90 107 125 106 133 

a & E 169 80 157 93 151 92 145 101 

Paternity 
Warrant 85 123 85 163 94 149 87 158 -, -

Total 890 801 809 920 709 973 672 1033 

Percent 52% 48% 46% 54% 42'X. 55% 391. 61% 

5~~ 5" 1;' I '5' (' ~. b r. /' ;1 

1 

I (f- '; ? }<f 7 !:I-
I 

I ''-' .;:)~ G., 2. /, . ~ 5-~ cC) '1rz I ~~ a 

.I 
I 
I 

I , 

. I 
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FIGURE III. NUMBER OF NEWARK OFFICERS SAYING THEY WOULD BE WILLING TO SHOOT 
IN ALL SITUATIONS 

60 I 
I 

50 1 
. 40 I 

30 1 
20 + 
10 t. 

State Law 

52% 
(890 ) 

1 

Adr.1inistrative 
Policy 

46% 
(809) 

• 

Group Norms Individual 

42% 
(709 ) 39% 

~672) 
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FIGURE IV. CIRCLES Or DECISION~MAKING 

--State law 106 (42~~ 

Department guidelines 90 (30%) 

Group il (28%)-+--~~ 

-t--+---+- Indi vi dua 1 61 (23%) 

I 

II 
I , 

; i 
: I 

't I 
~: I 
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wou 1 d expect from the many wri t; ngs on a po 1 ice II subeu 1 tu re. II These d i ffe r

enees were, of course, most obvious in terms of situations where there was' 

disagreement within the department as to the best course of action (i.e., in 

the most ambiguous situations). The data are for the critical incidents 

sumnarized in Table 97. 

[INSERT TABLE 97 HERE] 

In Incident III (hostile crowd), fo'r example, only three percent of the 

Emergency Bureau, 25 percent of the Director's staff, and 18 percent of the 

Traffic. Bureau said they would use deadly force. In contrast, 42 percent of 

the Tactical Force, 71 percent of the North Precinct, and 53 percent of the 

West Precinct indicated they would do so. Similarly, in Incident IV (armed 

robber), only 25 percent of the Director's Office, Youth Service Bureau, and 

East Precinct responded they would use deadly force. Fully 71 percent of 

the Narcotics Bureau, 57 percent of the West Precinct, 60 percent of the 

South Precinct, and 81 percent of Emergency Bureau resporided they would use 

deadly force in the same situation. 

I n terms of quest ions dea 1 i ng wi th what most offi cers woul d do ina 
• 'particular situation, there was surprising agreement within some units. 

Consider the data in Table 98 relative to four special units. 

[INSERT TABLE 98 HERE] 

Similarly, in response to whether most officers would shoot the arsonist, 

100 perc,ent of the Emergency Bureau and 100 percent of the Director's office 

decided that most officers would not use deadly force. Sixty-five percent of 

the \·iest District, 57 percent of the detective's bureau, 83 percent of the 

North Precinct, and 66 percent of the tactical force) in contrast, said they 

would use deadly force in the same situation. 



TABLE 97. PERCENT SAYING TilEY WOULD USE DEAOlY FORCE IN SEVEN CRITICAL INCIDENTS 

I II III IV V VI VII Number of Situa-
Cat Ilurglar Purse Crowd Rapist Psychotic Armed Thief tions Above 

UNIT ill Robber Departmental Mean 

Business ( 9) 0 0 22'Y lIt 11' 22"Z... , 0 0 

Sta ff Servi ce . ( 7) 0 
I 

0 14 57'7 0 42
3 

0 1 

Emergenc.y 3l "27 
(33) 0 0 0 0 81 0 1 

r 4Zz.. 
'f 

25
7 If- • Tact i cal (26) 0 32 42 0 3 

rj ./ 1- 50L-{ '2.. 
North ( 6) 0 0 62 62

7 
25 28 <1 

37
7 7 z... 

11' Communication ( 9) 0 0 77 22 0 3 

. Youth Service (10) 0 0 404- 80 <;f 40 L/ 25
zJ 

5
l 

3 N 

---
CJ 

2' 16' 22tt 1O~ 31''''' B+ 
I-> 

Traffic ( il9) 0 1 
-J 2-

./ 2-
Detective (20) 5 9 2<f 5l

Jo 
10 50,0 20"- 2 

'3 '? 
. -

33
11 4ltf 10 /..0 3 South (33j 9 9 30 60 9 7 

Director's ( 6) 
J-

25 12' 'lcf 50'f 50L{ 25"Z.. 12 ( 5 
c:r 25~ 

.~ / 

5 I East (20) 0 0 40 .15 2S> 2 , 
55 

21i> I> ,- ... 
Hest (20) 2B 53 53'5 21t 57'J.,. 17':' 7 

14' 9' 
./ 

NarcoU cs (7) 0 0 0 71:"7 0 1 

nepa rt!!lent Averaqe 5% 3% 31% 36'-' 18% 54% 7% 
t,c-'\. - I 

(2- t../ 

. 
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TABLE 98. ARMED ROBBER--MOST OFFICERS HERE WOULD USE DEADLY FORCE 

Yes No -
Tact i ca 1 Force 22(91.7%) 1(8.3%) 

Narcotics Bureau 5(85.7%) 1(14.3%) 

Emergency Bureau 1(3.2%) 30(96.8%) 

Oii'ector's Office 1(l4.3%} 6(85.7%) 
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In general, as may be seen in Table 97, units tended to be reasonably 

consistent across situations in terms of a propensity toward using deadly 

force or restraint. The West Precinct (with one of the highest crime rates 

;n the city), for example, was above the mean in each of the seven situations. 

Several units, e.g., Busine~s, and with one exception, Emergency Staff Serv

ice, Traffic .. and Narcotics were more restrained than the department as a 

whole on each situation. Other units shl',)wed mixed profiles--restrained on 

some incidents, "shooting-oriented" on others. 

Finally, we counted the number of shots fired by the officers in each of 

the four regional precincts over the 18-mtlnth pe,-iod January 1979 to June 

1980. The resu1ts are as follows: North-28, West-23, South-16, East-13. A 

close relationship was found between these figures and serious crime rates in 

the precincts (see Table 99). 

[INSERT TABLE 99 HERE] 

Gi ven these di fferences both tn the use .of deadly force and in the 

presence of violent crime in a particular area, we sought to determine how 

these di fferences correspond~d to the recent officers I wi 11 ingness to use 

deadly force in the seven hypothetical critical incident cases. Table 100 

contains the percentages of officers in the precincts saying they would use 

deadly force in the seven incidents. 

[INSERT TABI.E 100 HERE] 

The two precincts with· fewest shots fired and serious crime (South and 

East) tended to have ths lowest percentages of officers indicating they would 

use deadly force. Similarly, in all but one of the seven incidents did either 

the violent North or West Precincts indicate the greatest percentage of 

officers willing to use deadly force ,in the seven hypothetical situations. 

This pattern suggests that there is at least some relationship bet'n'een the 
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TABLE 00 PROFILE OF EACH POLICE PRECINCT ACCORDING TO ITS RANK ON .. '" . 
PART I CRIME t 1978 AND 1979 

North 1978 1979 East - -
~1urder 2 2 Murder 
Rape 3 3 Rape 
Robbery 2 2 Robbery 
Aggravated Aggravated 

Assault 3 1 Assault 
BU1'gl ary 2 1 Burg1 ary 
Lar'ceny 2 2 L8rceny 
Auto Theft 1 1 Auto Theft 

Tota1 Part r 1 1 Total Part 

West South 

Murder 1 1 Murder 
. Rape 1 2 Rape 

Robbery 1 1 Robbery 
Aggravated Aggravated 

Assault 1 2 As~)au 1 t 
Burgl a ry 1 2 Burglary 
Larceny 3 3 Larceny 
Auto Theft 4 3 Auto Theft 

Total Part I 3 3 Total Part 

NOT,E: Each entry indicates the rank for the given 
pr~cinct for the ,rime in question. 

1978 1979 

4 4 
4 4 
4 4 

4 4 
4 4 
1 1 
2 2 

I 2 2 

3 .3 
2 1 
3 3 

2 3 
3 3 
4 4 
3 4 

I 4 4 
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TABLE 100. PERCENTAGES OF OFFICERS SAYING THEY WOULD USE DEADLY FORCE 

Situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

North O~ 0% 62% 64% 25% 50% 28% ..c;H 
I/est 28% 21% 53% 53% 21% 57% 17% ~ L~ 

South 9% 9% 33% 42% 30% 60% 9% '2· " 
East t1% 0% 40% 25% 15% 25% 5% I ~ 
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rate of deadly fcrrce and violence in an area, and the officers' responses to 

the hypothetical situations. Perhaps contact with violent persons and situ-, 

ations alters attitudes toward deadly force; this association, however, also 

may be explained by observing that certain attitudes make the use of deadly 

force more likely or that officers are selected for certain assignments. (in 

violent or nonviolen~ areas) based on assessments of their attitudes that 

bias the composition of different commands. 

We turn now to a similar differential analysis using three of the seven 

situations';n which.deadly force mayor may not be used (see Item 3 above). 

For purposes of this analysis, we divided the 14 operational units into low 

and high contact groups. Seven operational units were designated high contact 

because the officers in each had a substantial probabil ity of confronting 

violent criminals in the course of duty, and two or more shots had been fired 

by the officers in each unit during the previous six months. 

The remaining seven, the 10h' contact units, were previously service 

units whe'"r one would surely not expect two or more shots during the prior 

six months. One of these, the Director's Office, was omitted from considera

'tion because of its department-wide responsibilities. 

The three items selected from the group of seven were: fleeing armed 
. 

robber, fleeing kidnapper, and fleeing Band E suspect. They reflected the 

serious crimes in the listing. The responses for high and low contact units 

are shown in Table 101, and the cumulative percentages are shown in Table 

'102. 

[INSERT TABLES 101 AND 102 HERE] 

Clearly, the high contact units indicate greater readiness to use deadly 

force, with the greatest difference between groupings to the armed 8 and E 

item. But, as in the preceding analysis, there was considerable diversity 

----------_.-----------------
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TABLE 10I. COMPARISON OF RESPONSES BY OFFICERS IN LOW AND HIGH CONTACT UNITS 

Would you Would you 140u 1 d you fi re 
fire at an fire at a at an armed 
a rmed robber? kidnapper? B&: 5U50ect? 

LOW CONTACT Yes No Yes No Yes No -. 
l. Business 6 3 2 7 2 7 
2. Staff Servi ce 5 2 4 3 4 3 
3. Emergency" 1 30 0 31 1 30 
4. Communications 8 0 8 0 7 1 
5. Yout h Se rv ices 15 2 6 9 14 3 
6. Traffic 28 9 27 12 25 14 

TOTAL 64 46 48 68 54 64 

HIGH CONTACT 

l. Tactical Forces 22 3 14 10 23 3 
2. North 7 0 4 3 4 2 
3. Det. Bur. 11 4 4 10 13 2 
4. South 21 11 14 16 22 9 
r.' o. East 11 5 6 11 9 8 
6. West 18 7 13 11 16 10 
7. Narco 5 2 3 4 4 3 

TOTAL 95 32 58 • 78 91 37 

.. 

< -



TABLE 102. 

Low Contact 

High Contact 

Tota1 

, TOTALS 

'-

'. 
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PERCENT OF ALL LOW AND HIGH CONTACT OFFICERS 
WOULD USE DEADLY FORCE 

Armed Robber 
Yes No 

59%(64) 41%(46) 

74%(95) 26%(32) 

(159) (78 ) 

Low Contact 

High Contact 

Kidnapper 
Yes 

41%(48) 

43%(58) 

(106 ) 

Yes 

48%(166) 

60%(244 ) 

No 

59%(68) 

57%(78) 

(146 ) 

.. '--. ...... ,. . ..... _A ..... 

INDICATING THEY 

Armed B&E 
Yes 

48%(54) 

71%(91) 

(145 ) 

No 

52%(178) 

40%(147) 

No 

54%(64) 

29% (37) 

(101 ) 
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over !Jnits, even within each grouping. The picture for Traffic and Youth 

Services, indeed, was closer to high than to low contact units. 

Table 103 highlights the diversity by focusing on the most dlscrepant 

units within the low category. 

[INSERT TABLE 103 HERE] 

Community Survey 

This analysis is based on the responses of citizens to the items in the 

questionnaire shown in Appendix L. 
..... 

Tab' es 104~ 105, 106, 107, and 108 contain rating of pol ice by citizens 

on the basis of sex, annual .. income, race,. whether or not the respondent 

indicated fear of neighborhood, and educational level, respectively. In 

genera~, citizens rated police officers as either good (about 44 percent) or 

fair (about 28 percent). There is no sex difference in evaluations of police 

(Table 104). But there is significant relationship between income level and . 
po'lice evaluation (Table 105). While evaluation tended to be better with 

higher income, proportionately the highest "Excellent" rating came from the 

$20,000-24,999 group (Table 105). Blacks an~ Hispanics were far more critical 

of the po 1 ice than Anglos, ana the Bl acks were more crit i cal than the Hi s

panics (Table 106). Indeed, 61.2 percent of the Blacks and 44.4 percent of 

the Hispanics, as compared with 34.1 percent of the Anglos rated the police 

as "Fair," "Poor," or "Bad." Finally, persons who reported f€:&r of their 

neighborhoods were more critical· of the pol ice than the other citizens. For 

the "Poor" and "Bad" categories, there was a 26.3 percent response rate for 

the lIyes" citizens. as opposed to 13.6 percent for the IIno" citizens. There 

was no difference between the groups in the "Excellent" (9.4 percent) and 

"Fair" categories (28.1 percent). 
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TABLS 103. DIFFERENCES Btl"WEEN EX":~EMES IN LOW CONTACT CATEGORY 

Emergency 

Traffic 

Armed Robber 
Yes No 

Kidnapper Armed B&E 
Yes No Ye.s No 

3%(1) 97%(30) 0%(0) 

88%(28) 22%(9) 69%(27) 

100%(30) 3%(1) 97%(30) 

31%(12) 64%(25) 36%(14) 
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There appears to be no relationship between educational level of respon

dent and attitude toward the police. 

[INSERT TABLES 104 TO 108 HERE] 

Table 109 contains tabulations of reponses to the item "People here 

don't trust the police." Contrary to expectation, there was little difference 

between Blacks' and Anglos in the "Agrep. Completely" and "Agree a Little" 

categorie!i (54.7 percent vs. 52.7 percent). About 20 percent of Hispanics 

and B'l acks reported "Not Sure" to the question as opposed to only 6.8 percent 

of Anglos. Substantial difference, too, occurred between" Anglos and the 

minority citizens on the response categories "Disagree a Lit.tle" and "Disagree 

Completefy" (40.5 percent of the Anglos gave one of those two responses, 

while 25.3 percent of the Blacks and 33.5 percent of the Hispanics did so). 

[INSERT TABLE 109 HERE] 

Table llO contains responses to the same item, broken down by annual 

income of res pondent. Interest i ngly, hi ghest pcoporti onate responses in the 

two lIagreeing" categories came from the mid-level income classes and lowest 

in the highest and lowest income classes. The highest and lowest income 

cl asses, howevtar, are not ; n that type of accord for the two "di sagreei ngll 

cat ego r i e s • 

[INSERT TABLE 110 HERE] 

The two items specifying police prejudice against minorities are isolated 

by rac.e in Table III for the Black direction of prejudice and in Table 112 

for the Hispanic direction. Only 16.6 percent of the Hispanics and 19.0 

perce~t of the Anglos agree that police are prejudiced against Blacks, while 

42.2 p@rcent of Blacks do so (Table 111). On the o~her hand, while only 25.7 

percent of the Anglos agree that pol! ce are prejudi c.ed aga i nst Hi span; cs, 

37.6 percent of the Hispanics and 32.9 percent of'tr.e Blacks agreed. Co~~lete 
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TABLE 104. RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD BY SEX 

SEX 
Count • · Row % :MALE FEMALE 

Col % · · 1. : 2. : 
~-------:--------:-------- · · 1. 

EXCELLENT 

GOOD 

FAIR 

POOR 

BAD 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

C.ol urnn 
Total 

· 22 · 19 · · · 0 

0 53.7 · 46.3 · 0 0 0 

· 10.0 · 8.6 · .. · · -: .. _-----:-------- · 0 

· 102 0 92 0 · · · 0 52.6 · 47.4 · · • · :. 46.6 · 41.8 · · · -:--------:--------: · 59 · 64 0 · 0 · · 48.0 · 52.0 · · · · · '26.9 · 29.1 · .. · · -:--------:--------: · 22 · 32 • 0 · · · 40.7 · 59.3 · 0 · 0 

10.0 · 14.5 0 · · -:--------:--------: 
0 14 · .13 0 
0 · 0 

· 51.9 · 48.1 · · · 0 

6.4 · 5.9 0 · 0 

-:--------:--------: 
219 

49,,9 
220 

50.1 

Row 
Total 

41 
9.3 

194 
44.2 

123 
28.0 

54 
12.3 

27 
6.2 

439 
100.0 

. Chi, square = 2.82485 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.5876 

Number of missing observations = 16 

.. 

_______________________ L ____ _ 
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TABLE 105. RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD BY ANNUAL INCOME 

CS19 
Count · · Row % :UNDER $10,000- S20,000- $25,000- $30,000 Row 

Col % :$10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + Total 
1. : 2. : 3. : 4.: 5. : 

--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 1.: 7: 9: 15: 1: 6: 38 
E XC ELL E NT .. : 18 • 4 : 23 • 7 : 39 • 5 : 

6.5 : 7.7 : 22.7 : 
2.6 : 15.8 : 10.0 
4.8 : 8.8 : 

GOOD 

FAIR 

POOR 

BAD 

-:--------:--~-----:-----~--:--------:--------: 2. · 51 · 46 · 22 • 11 · 33 • · · • · · · · 31.3 · 28.2 · 13.5 · 6.7 · 20.2 · · • · · · · .. 47.7 • 39.3 • 33.3 · 52.4 · 48.5 · · · • · · · 
-~--------:--------:--------:------~-:--.. ~---: 

3. · 28 · 33 · 20 · 5 · 22 · · • · · · • · 25.7 · 30.3 · 18.3 · 5.5 · 20.2 • · • • · · · · 26.2 · 28.2 • 30'.3 · 28.6 · 32.4 • · · · · · · _: ________ : ________ :u _______ : ________ : ________ · · 4. · 11 • 20 · 7 • 2 · 6 · · · · · · · · 23.9 · 43.5 · 15.2 · 4.3 · 13.0 · · • · · · · · 10.3 · 17.1 · 10.6 · 9.5 · 8.8 · · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 10: 9: 2: 1: 1 : 

4.3 : 
1.5 : 

Column 
Total 

: 43.5 : 39.1 : 8.7 : ~.3 : 
9.3 : 7.7 : 3.0 : 4.8 : 

-:--------:--------:--------~~-------:--------107 
28.2 

117 
30.9 

66 
17.4 

21 
5,.5 

68 
17.9 

16:3 
43.0 

109 
28.8 

46 
12.1 

23 
6.1 

379 
100.0 

Chi square = 26.47575 with 16 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0477 

Number of mlssing observation~ = 76 

-----------------
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TABLE 106. RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD BY RACE 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % : Total 

1. : 211 : 3. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. · 9 · 11 · 21 · 41 · · · · EXCELLENT · 22.0 • 26.8 · 51.2 · 9.3 · · · · 6.3 · 7.2 · 14.6 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
2. · 46 · 74 · 74 · 194 · · · · GOOD · 23.7 · 38.1 · 38.1 · 44.2 · · · · · 32.4 · 48.4 · 51. 4 · · · · · 

-:-~---~--:--------:--------: 3. · 53 · 33 · 37 · 123 · · · · FAIR · 43.1 · 26.8 · 10.1 · 2.8.0 · · · · • 37:3 · 21. 6 · 25.7 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
4. · 23 · 23 · 8 · 54 · · · · POOR · 42.6 · 42.6 · 14.8 · 12.3 " · · · · 16.2 · 15.0 ~ .5.6 · · · . · -:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 11: 12: 4: 27 

BAD : 40.7 : 44.4 : 14.8 : 6.2 

Column 
Total 

7. 7 : 7.8 : 2. 8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

142 
32.3 

153 
34.9 

144 
32.8 

439 
100.0 

. .... - .. , -'.- ..... _ .............. . 

. Chi. square = 32.03935 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0001 

Number of missing observations = 16 

------------------------
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TABLE 107. RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD BY AFRAID OF YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

Count · · Row % :YES NO Row 
Col % · Total · 1. : 2. : 

--------:--------:--------: . 1. · 16 · 25 · 41 · · · EXCELLE"lT ... · 39.0 • 61.0 • 9.4 · · · 9.4 · 9.4 · · · -: .. ,------:------- .. : 
2. · 62 · 131 · 193 · • • 

GOOD · 32.1 · 67.9 · 44.1 · · • 
• 36.3 · 49.1 · · · · -:--------:--------: 

3. • 48 · 75 · 123 • • · FAIR • 39.0 · 61.0 · 28.1 · · · · 28.1 · 28.1 · · · · -:--------:--------: 4. · 31 · 23 · 54 · · · POOR · 57.4 · 42.6 0 12.3 · 0 0 

• 18.1 • 8.6 · • · · -:--------:--------: 
5. 0 14 • 13 · 27 0 0 · BAD · 51.9 · 48.1 0 6.2 • · 0 

8.2 · 4.9 • · 0 

-:--------:--------: 
Column 171 267 438 
Total 39. a 61.0 100.0 

Chi square = 13.39546 with 4 Degrees of freedo, Significance = 0.0095 

Number of missing observation~ = 17 
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TABLE 108. RA7ING OF POLICE IN NE!GHBORHOOD BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

EXCELLENT 

Count : 
Row % :LESS HIGH SOME COLLEGE POST Row 
Col % :THAN H.S.SCHOOL COLLEGE GRAD GRAD Total 

GRAD 
1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 

--------:--------:--------:--------:----~---:--------: 1.: 11: 13: 11: 
: '26.8 : 31.7 : 26.8 : 

8.1 : 10.9 : 9.4 : 

4: 2: 
9.8 : 4.9 : 
8.3 : 10.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:----~---:--------: 

41 
9.4 

2.: 63: 46: 48: 26: 10: 193 
GOOD : 32.6 : 23.8 : 24.9 : 13.5 : 5.2 : 44.1 

~ 46.7 : 38.7 : 41.0 : 54.2 : 52.6 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

3.: 32: 30: 42: 13: 5: 123 
FAIR : 26.0 : 24.~ : 34.1 : 10.6 : 4.9 : 28.1 

: 23.7 : 25.2 : 35.9 : 27.1 : 31.5 : 

POOR 

BAD 

-:--------:--------:--------:----~---:--------: 4.: 17: 21: 11: 
: 31.5 : 38.9 : 20.4 : 
: 12.6 : 17.6 : 9.4 : 

4 : 
7.4 : 
8.3 : 

1: 54 
1.9 : 12.3 
5.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 5.: 12: 9: 5: 1: 0: 27 

Column 
Total 

: 44.4 : 33.3 : 18.5 : 3.7 : 
8.9 : 7.6 : 4.3 : 2.1 : 

0.0 : 6.2 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
135 

30.8 
119 

27.2 
117 

26.7 
48 

11.0 
19 

4.3 
438 

LOO.O 

..... . " ... 

. Chi, square = 17.28303 with 16 Degrees of fre~dom Significance = 0.3675 

Number of missing observations = 17 
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TABLE 109. PEOPLE DON'T TRUST POLICE BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: . . . . --------.--------.--------.-------- . 
. 1.: 44: 31: 32: 107 

AGREE COMPL~TELY: ~1.1 : 29.0 : 29.9 : 23.8 
: 29.3 : 20.4 : 21.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 37: 40: 46: 123 

. AGREE A LITTLE : 30.1 : 32.5 : 37.A : 27.3 
: 24.7 : 26.3 : 31.1 : 

NOT SURE 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 31: 30: 10: 71 

: 43.7 : 42.3 : 14.1 : 15.8 
: 20.7 : 19.7 : 6.8 : 

-:-------~:--------:--------: 
4.: 18: 14: 27: S9 

DISAGREE A : 30.5 : 23.7 : 45.8 : 13.1 
LITTLE : 12.0 : 9.2 : 18.2 : 

-: --------: --------: .. _--,----: 
5.: 20: 37: 33: 90 

DISAGREE : 22.2 : 41.1 : 36.7 : 20.0 
COMPLETELY : 13.3 : 24.3 : 22.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: . 
Column 
Total 

150 
33.3 

152 
33.8 

148 
32.9 

450 
100.0 

----'-------.' 
, " 

~ .. __ ., .. ,----' __ .. 1 ••• """" 

Chi square = 25.62728 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0012 

Number of missing observation~ = 5 
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TABLE 110. PEOPLE DON'T TRUST POLICE BY ANNUAL INCOME 

Count : 
Row % :UNDER $10,000- S20,000- $25,000-'$30,000 Row 
Col % :$10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 21: 32: 16: 7: 22: 98 
AGREE· COMPLETELY: 21.4 : 32.7 : 16.3 : 7.1 : 22.4 : 25.3 

:' 18.9 : 27.4 : 24.2 : 30.4 : 31.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 27: 34: 20: 7: 12: 100 
AGREE A LITTLE : 27.0 : 34.0 : 20.0 : 7.0 : 12.0 : 25.8 

: 24.3 : 29.1 : 30.3 : 30.4 : Il.1 : 

NOT SURE 

-:.-------.-: --------: .. ------: --------: ---------: 
3.: 29: 17: 7: 1: 5: 59 

: 49.2 : 28.8 : 11.9 : 1.7': 8.5 : 15.2 
: 26.1 : 14.5 : 10_6 : 4.3 : 7.1: 

-:--------:-----~--:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 14: 11: 8: 5: 11: 49 

DISAGREE A : 28:6 : 22.4 : 16.3 : 10.2 : 22.4 : 12.7 
LITTLE : 12.6 : 9.4 : 12.1 : 21.7 : 15.7 : 

-:--------:--------:---~----:--------:--------: 5.: "20: 23: 15: 3: 20: 81 
DISAGREE : 24.7 : 28.4 : 18.5 : 3.7 : 24.7 : 20.9 
COMPLETELY : 18.0 : 19.7 : 22.7 : 13.0 : 28.6 : 

Column 
Total 

-:---~----:--------:--------:--.-----:--------: 
111 

28.7 
117 

30.2 
66 

17.1 
23 

5.9 
7.0 

18.1 
387 

100.0 

Chi square = 27.28446 with 16 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0384 
• . Number of missing observations = 68. 
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di sagreement wi th both statements came from abl)ut 40 percent of the Anglos 

and only sightly more than one-hal f that percentage for the two minority 

groups, regardless of the stated direction of the prejudice. 

[INSERT TABLES 111 AND 112 HERE] 

Responses to the item Itpo 1 ice offi cers wi 11 shoot peopl e when shooti ng 

can be avoide,dll are classified by sex in Table 113, by race in Table 114, by 

annual income in Table 115, by fear of neighborhood in Table 116, and by 

educational level in Table 117. Again, there is no sex difference (Table 

113). B1 acks di ffer markedly from both Hi spanics and Anglos in degree of 

agreement with the statement (Table 114). For example, 55.u percent of the 

Blacks agree with the statement, as opposed to 31.4 percent of the HispJnics 

27.9 percent of the Anglos. Hispanics and Anglos differ most in the propor

ti onate responses in the ItO; sagree Compl etely" categorY--24.8 percent of the 

Hispanics and 4~.2 percent of the Anglos so responded. The highest income 

group showed the largest proportionate disagreement with the statement (54.3 

percent) and smallest proportionate agreement (28.5 percent) (Table 115). 

Finally, there were not significant differences on the divisions based on 

fear of neighborhood and educational level (Tables 116 and 117). 

[INSERT TABLES 113 TO 117 HERE] 

Responses to the question as to which group has more people shot by the 

police are tabulated by sex in Table 118, by race in Table 119, by annual 

income in Table 120, by fear of neighborhood in Table 121, and by education 

in Table 122. It is clear that the choice is IIBlacks" over all conditions. 

But there is significant interaction with race (Table' 119). h'hile Hispanics 

choose 81 ads predomi nant ly, the difference between the choi ce "Bl ack s II and 

the choice IIHispani~s'l is less than for any other group over all tables (59.1 

... _ ... 
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TABLE 111. POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST BLACKS BY RACE 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLQ Row 
Col % Tota 1 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------

1.: 23: 10: 10: 43 
AGREE COMPLETELY: 53.5 : 23.3 : 23.3 : 9.5 

: . 15.4 : 6.4 : 6.8 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 40: 16: 18: 74 
AGREE A LITTLE : 54.1 : 21.6 : 24.3 : 16.3 

: 26.8 : 10.2 : 12.2 :' 

NOT SURE .. 
-:~-------:--------:--------: 

3.: 36: 72: 34: 142 
: 25.4 : 50.7 : 23.9 ~ 31.3 
: 24.2 : 45.9 : 23.0 : 

-:--------:-------~:--------: 
4.: 15: 27: 24 ~ 66 

DISAGREE A : 22.7 : 40.9 : 36.4 : 14.5 
LITTLE : 10.1 : 17.2 : 16.2 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 35: 32: 62: 129 

DISAGREE : 27.1 : 24.8 : 48.1 : 28.4 
COMPLETELY : 23.5 : 20.4 : 41.9 : 

Column 
Total 

-:---~----:--------:--------: 149 
32.8 

157 
34.6 

148 
32.6 

454 
100.0 

Chi square = 57.40591 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0000 
I 

'Number of missing observations = 1 
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TABLE 112. POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST HISPANICS 

BY RACE 

RACE 
Count · · Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 

Col % Total 
· 1. : 2. : 3.: · 

--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 27: 22: 13: 62 

AGREE COMPLETELY: 43.5 : 35.5 : 21.0 : 13.7 
: 18.1 : 14.0 : 8.8 : · . . . -.--------.--------.--------. 

2.: 22: 37: 25: 84 
AGREE A LITTLE : 26.2 : 44.0 : 29.8 : 18.5 

: 14.8 : 23.6 : 16.9 : 
-:--------:----~---:--------: 3 Q: 50: 42: 34: 126 

: 39.7 : 33.3 : 27.0 : 27.8 
: 33.5 = 26.8 : 23.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 18: 20: 17: 55 

DISAGREE A : 32.7 : 36.4 :.40.9 : 12.1 
LITTLE : 12.1 : 12.7 : 11.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 32: 36: 59: 127 

DISAGREE : 25.2 : 28.3 : 46.5 :. 28.0 
COMPLETELY : 21.S : 22.9 : 39.9 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
149 

32.8 
157 

34.6 
148 

32.6 
454 

100.0 

'_ ... - - -::.- .. -.:::-...:..-..... ~ 

Chi square = 22.61087 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0039 

Number of missing observations = 1 
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TABLE 113. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 

BY SEX OF RESPONDENT 

SEX 
Count : 

Row % :MALE 
Col % 

FEMALE 

1.: 2.: 
--------:~------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

1.: 48: 43: 91 
AGREE COMPLETELY: 52.7 : 47.3 : 20.3 

: 21.6 : 18.9 : 
-: -----_ ... : --------: 

2.: 41: 39: 80 
AGREE A LITILE :' 51.3 ~ 48.8 : 17.8 

: 18.5 : 17.2 : 

3. 
NOT SURE 

4. 
DISAGREE A 
LITTLE 

5. 
DISAGREE 
COMPLETELY 

• I 

Column 
Total 

Chi square = 

-:--------:--------: · 4.8 · 61 · · · · · 44:0 · 513.0 · · · · · 21 ;6 · 26,\9 · · · · 
-:--------:-------~: · 21 · 33 · · · · · 38.9 0 61.1 · 0 · · 9.5 · 14.5 · · · · . . -.--------.--------. 

0 64 · 51 0 · · .. 
0 55.7 ; 44.3 · · · · 28.8 · 22.5 · · · · · . . -.--------.--------. 

222 
49.4 

227 
50.6 

109 
24.3 

54 
12.0 

115 
25.6 

449 
100.0 

5.95648 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.2024 

Number of missing observations = 6 

_w 
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TABLE 114. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
- ..... -----: ------ .. --: --------: --------: 

1.: 52: 19: 20: 91 
AGREE COMPLETELY: 57.1 : 20.9 : 22.0 : 20.3 

: 34.9 : 12.4 : 13.6 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 30: 29: 21: 80 
AGREE A LITTLE : 37.5 : 36.3 : 26.3 : 17.8 

: 20.1 : 19.0 : 14.3 : 

NOT SURE 
-:--~-----:--------:--------: 3.: 39: 43: 27: 109 

: 35.8 : 39.4 : 24.8 : 24.3 
: 26.2 : 28.1 : 18.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 13: 24: 17: 54 

DISAGREE A : 24.1 : 44.4 :. 31.5 : 12.0 
LITTLE 8.7 : 15.7 : 11.6 : 

-:--------:------~-:--------: 6.: 15: 38: 62: 115 
DISAGREE : 13.0 : 33.0 : 53.9 :.25.6 
COMPLETELY : 10.1 : 24.8. : 42.2 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
149 

33.2 
153 

34.1 
14-7 

32.7 
449 

100.0 

• • .. _ ..... - .• _ .... I I ..... , ___ ..... __ ._ ... _ 

Chi square = 61.38016 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0000 

Number of missing observations = 6 
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TABLE 115. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 

BY ANNUAL INCOME 

Count : 
Row % :UNDER $10,000- $20,000- $25,000- $30,000 Row 
Col % :$10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 20: 24: 12: 7: 15: 78 
AGREE COMPLETELY: 25.6 : 30.8 : 15.4 : 9.0: 19.2 : 20.1 

: 18.2 : 20.0 : 18.5 : 30.4 : 21.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2.: 17: 28: 16: 4: 
AGREE A LITTLE ~ 24.3 : 40.0 : 22.9 : 5.7 : 

: 15.5 : 23.3 : 24.6 : 17.4 : 

5: 70 
7.1 : 18.0 
7.1 : 

NOT SURE 
-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 3.: 34: '26: 14: 

: 38.6 : 29.5 : 15.9 : 
: 30.9 : 21.7 : 21.5 : 

2: 12: 88 
2.3 : 13.6 : 22.7 
8.7 : 17.1 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 16: 16: 4: 4: 9: 49 

DISAGREE A : 32.7 : 32.7 : 8.2 : 8.2 : 18.4 : 12.6 
6.2 : 17.4 : 12.9 : LITTLE : 14.5 : 13.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5.: 23: 26: 19: 6: 29: 103 

DISAGREE : 22.3 : 25.2 : 18.4 : 5.8: 28.2 : 26.5 
COMPLETELY : 20.9 : 21.7 : 29.2 : 26.1 : 41.4 : 

• 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------
110 

28.4 
120 

30.9 
65 

16.8 
23 

5.9 
70 

18.0 
388 

100.0 

. Chi square = 27.67200 with 16 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0346 

Numoer of missing observations = 67 
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TABLE 116. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 

Count : 
Row % :YES 
Col % 

BY AFRAID OF YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

NO 

1.: 2.: 

Row 
Total 

--.-----:--------:--------: 
1.: 36: 55: 91 

AGREE COMPLETELY: 39.6 : 60.4 : 20.3 
: 20.8 : 20.0 : 

-:--------:--------: 
2 .: 34: 46: 80 

AGREE A LITTLE : 42.5 : 57.5 : 17.9 
: 19.7 : 16.7 : 

NOT SURE 

-:--------:--------: 
3.: 43: 65: 108 

: 39.8 : 60.2 : 24.1 
: 24.9 : 23.5 : 

-:--------:--------: 
4.: 24: 30: 54 

DISAGREE A : 44.4 : 55.6 : 12.1 
LITTLE : 13.9 : 10.9 : 

-:--------:--------: 
5.: 36: 79: 115 

DISAGREE : 31.3 : 68.7 : 25.7 
COMPLETELY : 20.8 : 28.7 : 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------: 
173 

38.6 
275 

61.4 
448 

100.0 

'. ....... __ ......... ..." ""...-t .. ~""......:....:--

Chi square = 3.97635 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.4092 

Number of missing observations = 7 

. 
I 
I 
I ' . 
I 
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TABLE 117. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 

BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

Count : 
Row % :LESS HIGH SOME COLLEGE POST Row 
Col % :THAN H.S.SCHOOL COLLEGE GRAD GRAD Total 

GRAD 
1. : 2. : 3. : 4.: 5.: 

--------:--------!--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 18: 26: 31: 13: 3: 91 

AGREE COMPLETELY: 19.8 : 28.6 : 34.1 : 14.3 : 3.3 : 20.4 
: 13.2 : 21. 8 : 25 •. 2 : 25.5 : 16.7 : 

-:--------:--------!--------:--------:--------: 
2 .:. 28: 26: '16: 7: 3: 80 

AGREE A LITTLE : 35.0 : 32.5 : 20.0 : 8.8 : 3.8 : 17.9 
: 20.6 : 21.8 : 13.0 : 13.7 : 16.7 : 

NOT SURE 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 37: 28: '27: 12: 3: 107 

: 34.6 : 26.2 : 25.2 : 11.2 : 2.8 : 23.9· 
: 27.2 : 23.5 : 22.0 : 23.5 : 16.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
4.: 22: 13: 10: 6: 3: 54 

DISAGREE A : -40.7 : 24.1 : 18.5 : 11.1 : 5.6 : 12.1 
LITTLE : 16.2 : 10.9 : 8.1 : 11.8 : 16.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
5. : '31: 26: 39: 13: 6: 115 

DISAGREE ~ 27.0 : 22.6 : 33.9 : 11.3 : 5.2 : 25.7 
COMPLETELY : 22.8 : 21.8 : 31.7 : 25.5 : 33.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------
. Column 

Tota-l 
136 

30.4 
119 

26.6 
123 

27.5 
51 

11.4 
18 

4.0 
447 

100.0 

Chi. square = 17.87239 with 16 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.3314 

Number of missing observations = 8 
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percent for Blacks and 36.4 percent for Hispanics). Interestingly, only 

Hispanics chose IIAnglos" (4.5 percent). 

[INSERT TABLES 118 TO 122 HERE] 

About three-fourths of the respondents (73.5 percent) said "yes" to the 

question as to whether there are situations when police should shoot to kill-

see Table 12~. The table shows no significant difference over races. 

[INSERT TABLE 123 HERE] 

The acceptabi 1; ty of shoot; ng in different c; rcumstances ; s summari zed 

in Tables 124 to 129. It is most interesting that many citfz'ens feel that an 

officer has the right to kill lIa person who is running away from a serious . 
crime ll (Table 124). And that group includes 10.8 percent of the Blacks and 

16.8 percent of the Hispanics. The position is counter to state law (Kortum). 

On the other hand, somewhat over hal f the respondents feel that an officer 

does not have the ri ght to kill II a person \'iho is running away from a crime 

whe're there is a serious bodily injuryll (Table 125). Significant differences' 

over races are found in the cases of ongoing assaults: knife attacks (Tables 

126 and 127) and gun threats (Tables 128 and 129). Indeed, 45.6 percent of 

Blacks think that an officer dges not have the right to kill lIa person with a 

knife who is attacking another person" (Table 126) as opposed to 33.6 percent 

who acknowl edge the ri ght. The percentages change to 33.6 percent and 38.9 

percent, respectively, when the knife attack is against an officer. 

[IN'SE'RT TABLES 124 TO 129 HERE] . ' 

Responses to the question 1I ••• do you think that police officers in Los 
. 

Angeles •••• often •••• sometimes •••• almost never shoot and kill people when it 

could be avoided ll are shown in Tables 130-134. Table 130 contains the 

tabulation by sex, Table 131 by race, ,Table 132 by annual income, Table 133 

by fear of neighborh00o) an~ Table 134 by educa:ional level. Race produces 
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TABLE 118. WHICH GROUP OF POLICE SHOOT MORE 

BY SEX OF RESPONDENT 

BLACKS 

SEX 
Count : 

Row % :MALE 
Col % : 

FEMALE 

1. : 2. : 
--------:--------:--------: 

l. · 73 · 65 · , · · · 52.9 · 47.1 · · · • · 83.0 · 79.3 · · · · -:--------:--------: 2. · 15 · 15 · · · · HISPANICS · 50.0 · 50.0 · · . · • 

ANGLOS 
3. 

Column 
Total 

· 17.0 · 18.3 · · · · 
-:--~----:--------: 

0: ~: 
0.0 : 100:0 : 
0.0 : 2.4 : 

-:--------:--------: 88 
51.8 

82 
48.2 

Row 
Total 

138 
81.2 

30 
17.6 

2 
1.2 

170 
100.0 

Chi square = 2.25481 with 2 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.3239 

Number of missing observations = 285 
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TABLE 119. WHICH GROUP OF POLICE SHOOT MORE 

BLACKS 

HISPANICS 

ANGLOS 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Co1 % : Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

· 64 · 26 · 48 · · · · · • 46.4 • 18.8 · 34.8 · · · • · · 97.0 · 59.1 · 80.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
2 · 16 · 12 · · · · 6.7 • 53.3 · 40.0 · · · · 3.0 · 36.4 · 20.0 · • · · -:--------:--------:--------: a · 2 · a · · · · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · • · · 0.0 · 4.5 · o. a · · · · 

-:--------:~--~----:--------: 66 
38.8 

44 
25.9 

60 
. 35.3 

138 
81.2 

30 
17.6 

2 
1.2 

170 
100.0 

Chi square = 27.32244 with 4 Degrees of freedo~ Significance = 0.0000 

Number of missing observations = 285 

.. 
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TABLE 120. WHICH GROUP OF POLlCE SHOOT MORE 

BLACKS 

HISPANICS 

ANGLOS 

BY ANNUAL INCOME 

Count : 
Row % :UNDER $10,000- $20,000- $25,000- $30,000 Row 
Col % :$10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 5.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:"-------

1.: 22: 37: 26: 7: 32: 124 
: 17.7 : 29.8 : 21.0 : 5.6 : 25.8 : 81.0 
: 68.8 : 82.2 : 92.9 : 77.8 : 82.1 : 

~:-~--.---:--------:--------:--------:--------: 2.: 8: 8: 2: 2: 7: 27 

3. 

Column 
Total 

: 29.6 : 29.6 : 
: 25.0 : 17.8 : 

7.4 : 7.4 : 25.9 : 17.6 
7.1 : 22.2 : 17.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:-------- · · · 2 · 0 · 0 • 0 • ° · • · • · · · · 100.0 · .0 .. 0 · 0.0 · 0.0 • 0.0 · · · · • · • 
6.3 · 0.0 • 0.0 · 0.0 • 0.0 • · • · • · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

32 
20.9 

45 
29.4 

28 
18.3 

9 
5.9 

39 
25.S 

2 
1.3 

153 
100.0 

Chi square = 11.50612 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.1746 

Number of n;ssing observations = 302 
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TABLE 121. WHICH GROUP OF POLICE SHOOT MORE 

BLACKS 

HISPANICS 

ANGLOS 

BY AFRAID OF YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

Count · · Row % :YES Nt') 
Col % 

1. : 2. : 
-...,.-----: · . --------.--------. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

· 58 · 80 · · · · · 42.0 · 58.0 · · · · · 79.5 · 82.5 · · · · · . . -.--------.--------. · 14 · 16 · · · · · 46.7 · 53.3 · · · · · 19.2 · 16.5 · · · · 
-:--.-----:----~---: · 1 · 1 · · · · · 50.0 · 50.0 · · · · 1.4 · 1.0 · · · -:--------:--------: 

73 
42.9 

97 
57.1 

Row 
Total 

138 
81.2 

30 
17.6 

2 
1.2 

170 
100.0 

,,--,~-.,,-, ., ... -_ .. -_ .......... -

-

Chi square = 0.25748 with 2 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.8792 

Number of missing observations = 285 
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TABLE 122. WHICH GROUP OF POLICE SHOOT MORE 

BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

Count : 
Row % :LESS HIGH SOME COLLEGE POST Row 
Col % :THAN H.S. SCHOOL COLLEGE GRAD GRAD Total 

GRAD 
1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 

--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1- · 32 · 31 · 48 · 17 · 10 · 138 · · · · · · BLACKS · 23.2 · 22.5 · 34.8 · 12.3 · 7.2 · 81.2 · · · · · · · 71.1 · 75.6 · 92.3 · 81.0 · 90.9 · · · · · · · -:--------:-------- · · . . · --------.--------.--------. 2. · 13 · 8 · 4 · 4 · 1 · 30 .. · · · · · HISPANICS ! 43~3 · 26.7 · 13.3 · 13".3 · ;3.3 · 17.6 · · · " · · 28.9 · 19.5 · 7.7 · 19.0 • 9.1 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------· · 3. a · 2 · 0 · 0 · 0 · 2 · · · · · ANGLOS 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 1.2 · · · · · 0.0 · 4.9 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:-------~: Column 45 41 52 21 11 170 
Total 26.5 24.1 30.6 12.4 6.5 roo.o 

Chi square = 14.63622 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0666 

Number of missing observations = 285 
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TABLE 123. ARE THERE SITUATIONS WHEN POLICE SHOULD SHOOT 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

YES 

NO 

RACE 
Count . 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: ________ : ________ :_a ______ : ________ : 

1.: 91: 97: 103·: 291 
: 31.3 : 33.3 : 35.4 : 73.5 
: 70.0 : 74.6 : 75.7 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 39: 33: 33: 105 

. Col umn 
Tota 1 

: 37.1 : 31.4 : 31.4 : 26.5 
: 30.0 : 25.4 : 24.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
130 

32.8 
130 

32.8 
136 

34.3 
396 

100.0 

.. •• _ ... t.. ..... ••• ~-,----, 

Chi square = 1.24902 with 2 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.5355 

Number of missing observations = 59 



--------------------

234 

TABLE 124. RIGHT TO KILL IF FLEEING FROM SERIOUS CRIME 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 16: 26: 25: 67 
YES : 23.9 : 38.8 : 37.3 : 15.0 

2. 
NO 

10.8 : 16.8 : 17.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

:- 96: 83: 
: - 36 •. 5 : 31. 6 : 
: 64.9 : 53.5 : 

84 : 263 
31.9 : 58.8 
58.3 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 3.: 36: 46: 35: 117 
MAYBE : 30.8 : 39.3 : 29.9 : 26.2 

: 24.3: 29.7 : 24.3 : 

Column 
Total 

Chi square = 

-:--------:--------:--------: 148 
33.1 

1-55 
34.7 

144 
32.2 

447 
100.0 

5.36326 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.2520 

Number of missing observations = 8 
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TABLE 125. RIGHT TO KILL IF FLEEING FROM BODY HARM CRIME 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

YES 

NO 

MAYBE 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % ~ Total 

1.: 2.: 3 .. : 
--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

0 23 · 28 · 31 0 
0 · · 0 

0 28.0 · 34.1 0 37.8 · 0 · · · 0 15.4 0 18.5 0 21. 8 · 0 0 · 0 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
0 87 0 72 · 77 · · 0 · · 0 36.9 · 30.5 0 32.6 · · · · · · 58.4 · 47.7 · 54.2 · 0 · · · -:--------:--------:--------: · 39 0 51 · 34 · · · · · · 31. 5 · 41.1 · 27.4 0 · · 0 · · 26.2 · 33.8 0 23.9 · · 0 · 0 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
149 

33.7 
151 

34.2 
142 

, 32.1 

82 
18.6 

236 
53.4 

124 
28.1 

442 
100.0 

Chi square = 6.04435 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.1959 

Number of missing observations = 13 

.. 
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TABLE 126. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON ATTACKING WITH KNIFE 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count · · Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 

Col % Total 
· 1. : 2. : 3. : .. 

--------:--------:--------:--------: 
1. · 50 · 51 · 71 · 172 · · · · YES : 29.1 · 29.7 · 41..3 · 38.4 · · · 33.6 · 33.1 · 49.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
2. · 68 · 36 · 41 · 145 · · · · NO .. 46.9 · 24.8 · 28.3 · 32.4 · · · · · 45.6 · 23.4 · 28.3 • · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
3. · 31 · 67 · 33 · 131 · · · · MAYBE · 23.7 · 51.1 · 25.2 · 29.2 · · · · · 20.8 · 43.5 · 22.8 · · · · · 

-:----~---:~-------:--------Column 149 154 145 448 
Total 33 .. 3 34.4 32.4 100.0 

Chi square = 35.37615 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0000 

Number of missing observations = 7 
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TABLE 127. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON ATTACKING OFFICER WITH KNIFE 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % : Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
--~-----!--------:--------:--------: 1. · 58 · 68 · 79 · 205 · · · · YES · 28.3 · 33.2 · 38.5 : 46.1 · · · · 38.9 · 45.0 · 54.5 : · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

2. · 50 · 25 · 37. · 112 · · · · NO · 44.6 · 22.3 · 33.0 · 25.2 · · · · · 33.6 · 16.6 · 25.5 · · · • · -:--------:--------:--------: 
3. · 41 · 58 · 29 · 128 · · · · MAYBE · 32.0 · 45.3·' · 22.7 · 28.8 · · · · · 27.5 · 38.4 · 20.0 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: Column 149 151 145 445 

Total 33.5 33.9 . 32.6 100.0 

.. ____ : .. _I'. ___ ,\·~ ...... 

Chi square = 21.37386 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0003 

Number of missing observations = 10 
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. 
TABLE 128. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON THREATENING OFFICER WITH GUN 

YES 

NO 

MAYBE . 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:-~------:--------:--------: 

l. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

· 85 · 101 · 80 · · · · · · 32.0 · 38.0 · 30.1 · · · · · · 57.0 · 65.6 · 55.2 · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:----~---: · 33 · 12 · 31 · · · · · : . 43.4 .. 15.8 · 40.8 · · · · · 22.1 · 7.8 • 21. 4 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: · 31 · 41 · 34 · · · · · · 29.2 · 38.7 · 32.1 · · · · · · 20.8 · 26.6 · 23.4 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

149 
33.3 

.154 
34.4 

145 
32.4 

266 
59.4 

76 
17.0 

ID6 
23.7 

448 
100.0 

Chi square = 14.31769 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0063 

Number of missing observations = 7 
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TABLE 129. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON THREATENING ANOTHER WITH GUN 

BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

YES 

NO 

MAYBE 

RACE 
Count :-

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % : Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--~-----:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

· 66 · 77 · 76 · · · · · · 30.1 · j5.2 · 34.7 · · · · · · 44.3 · 50.7 • 52.4 · · · · · 
-:--------:----~---:--------: · 49 · 21 · 36 · · · · · · 46.2 · 19.8 · 34.0 · · · · · · 32.9 · 13.8 · 24.8 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: · 34 · 54 · 33 · · · · · · 28.1 · 44.6 · 27.3 · · · · · · 22.8 · 35.5 · 22.8 · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------~ 149 

33.4 
152 145 

34.1 ,·32.5 

219 
49.1 

106 
23.8 

121 
27.1 

446 
100.0 

-". . .............. , . __ ........ ..:.... . .,. ~-.. " 

Chi square = 18.70675 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0009 

Number of missing ob~ervations = 9 

, . 



the only sigl1i ficant differences over rows. The pattern of responses is 

simil ar for Anglos and Hi spanics, but there are 1 arge differences between 

these categories and bl acks for the "often" and IInever" responses. For 

example, 38.2 percent of blacks, as opposed to 12.6 percent of Hispanics, and 

8.5 percent of Anglos, think that police officers orten shoot and kill people 

unnecessarily. 

[INSERT TABLES 130 TO 134 HERE] 

Responses to the opened-ended question as to the main reasons why officers 

shoot are given in Tables 135-139. There is a clear racial difference in the 

reasons given. The most frequent reason given by blacks is "panic and fear," 

. while the most frequent reason given by both Anglos and Hispanics is "life 

threatening." And almost half of the Anglos (47.5 percent) gave a response 

in that category. The only other significant pattern is shown. over the vari-

able "annual income." It is interesting that II prejudice" enters significantly 

(13.0 percent) only in the responses of the second highest income group • . 
[INSERT TABLES 135 to 139 HERE] 

Table 140 contains a summary of statistical significance levels for . 
• 

various items in the survey over race, sex, age, income level, educational 

level, and fear of neighborhood. The items are grouped into the categories: . 
General Perceptions af Police, Racial Factors in Police Behavior and Crime, 

Defensive Posture Because of Fear, Frequency of and Necessity for Pol ice 

Shooting, and Justification for the Use of Deadly Force. 

[INSERT TABLE 140 HERE] 

The open-ended responses to Questions 7, 5, and 10 were classified into 

the categories: 

life threatening situation, 

threat to others, 
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TABLE 130. POLICE SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER 

BY SEX 

SEX 
Count : 

Row % :MALE FEMALE Row 
Col % : Total 

Total % : 
'" 1.: 2.: 

--------:--------:--------: 
1.: 42: 39: 81 

OFTEN : 51.9 : 48.1 : 19.7 
: 20.9 : 18.5 : 

SOMETIMES 

: 10.2: 9.5 : 
-:--------:--------: 

2. : 100: 113: 213 
: 46.9 : 53.1 : 51.7 
: 49.8 : 53.6 : 
: 24.3 : 27.4 : 

-:--------:--------: 
3.: 59: 59: 118 

NEVER : 50.0: 50.0: 28.6 
: 29.4 : 28.0 : 

Column 
Total 

: 14.3 : 14.3 : 
-:--------:--------: 

201 
48.8 

211 
5'1. 2 

412 
100.0 

Chi square = 0.66221 with 2 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.7 

Number of missing observations = 43 



TABLE 131. POLICE SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER 

BY RACE 

OFTEN 

SOMETIMES 

NEVER 

RACE 
Count : 

Row % :BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Row 
Col % : Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 
--------:--------:--------:-----_.-: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Column 
Total 

52 : 
6'4. 2 : 
38.2 : 
12.6 : 

17 : 
21.0 : 
12.6 : 
4.1 : 

12: 81 
14.8: 19.7 
8.5 : 
2.9 : 

-:--------:--------:--------· · 69 · 69 · 75 • 213 · · · 32.4 · 32.4 · 35.2 · 51.7 · · · 50.7 · 51.1 • 53.2 · · · · 16.7 · 16.7 • 18.2 · · · · 
-:----~--:-.------:--------: 15 · 49 • 54 · 118 · • · 12. 7 · 41.5 · 45.8 · 28.6 · · · . 11.0 · 36.3 · 38.3 · • · · · 3~6 · 11.9 · 13.1 · · · • 
-:--------:--------:--------: 136 135 141 412 

33.0 32.8 34.2 100.0 

Chi square = 58.38911 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = Q.OO 

Number of missing observations = 43 



.. _ .""' ............ ~R_ ou.::;::;, ... ,, __ 

243 

TABLE 132. POLICE SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER 

BY ANNUAL INCO~1E 

Count 
Row 01 UNDER $10,000- $20,000- 525,000- $30,000 Row 10 

Col % · $10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,000 AND + Total · To~al % · 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : · --------:--------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
1. · 24 · 22 • 11 · 6 · 9 · 72 · · · · · · OFTEN · 33.3 · 30.6 · 15.3 · 8.3 · 12.5 · 19.8 · · · · · · · 24.5 · 19.5 · 17.5 · 26.1 · 13.4 · · · · · · • 

6.6 • 5.0 • 3.0 · 1.6 · 2.5 · · · · · · 
-:--------:---------:---------:---------:-~-------2. · 46 · 58 · 36 · 11 · 39 · 190 · · • · · · SOMETIMES · 24.2 · 30.5 · 18.9 • 5.8 • 20.5 · 52.2 · · · · · · • 46.9 · 51.3 · 57.1 · 47.8 · . 58.2 · · · · · · · 12.6 • 15.9 · 9.9 · 3.0 · 10.7 · · · · · · -:--------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 

3. · 28 · 33 · 16 · 6 · 19 · 102 · · · · · • 
NEVER · 27.5 · 32.4 · 15.7 · 5.9 · 18.6 · 28.0 · • • · · · · 28.6 · 29.2 · 25.4 · 26.1 • 28.4 · · • • · · · 7.7 · 9.1 · 4.4 · 1.6 · 5.2 · • · · · · -:--------:---------:---------:---------:---------

Column 98 113 63 23 67 364 
Total 26.9 31. 0 17.3 · 6.3 18.4 10000 . 

Chi square = 4.73708 with 8 Degrees of freedom 

Number of missing observations = 91 

Significance = 0.7853 
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TABLE 133. POLICE SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER 

BY AFRAID OF YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

Count · · Row % · · Col % :YES NO Row 
Total % · Total · 1. : 2. : 
--------:--------:--------: 

1. · 29 • 52 · 81 · • • 
OF1EN • 35.8 · 64.2 · 19.7 · • · · 18.2 • 20.6 · · • · 7.1 • 12.7 · • · -:._------:-._-----: 

'2. · 93 · 120 • 213 · • · SOMETIMES · 43.7 · 56 .. 3 · 51.8 · · · • 58.5 · 47.6 · · · · • 22.S · 29.2 · · · • 
-:--------:--------: 

3. · 37 · 80 · 117 • · · NEVER · . 31.6 · 68.4 · 28.5 • · · · 23.3 · 31. 7 · • · · 9.0 · 19.5 · · · -:--------:--------: 
Column 159 252 411 
Total 38.7 61. 3 100.0 

Chi square = 4.96736 with 2 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0834 
• 

Number of missing observations = 44 
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TABLE 134. POLICE SHOOT OFTEN/SCMETMES/NEV2R 

BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

Count :LESS HIGH 
Row % :THAN SCHOOL SOME COLLEGE POST 
;01 % :HXGH SCH. GRAD. COLLEGE GRAD GRAD 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
------~-:--------:---------:---------:--------- --------- · · 1. · 20 · 22 · 28 · 9 · 2 · · · · · · · OFTEN · 24.7 · 27.2 · 34.6 · 11.1 · 2.5 · · · · · · · · 16.8 · 19.6 · 24.6 · 19.1 · 10.5 · · · · · · · 

-:--------:---------:---------:---------::-~----~~ · · 2. · 58 · 53 · 56 · 31 · 14 · · · · · · · SOMETIMES · 27.4 · 25.0 · 26.4 · 14.6 · 6.6 · · · · · · · • 48.7 · 47.3 · 49.1 · 66.0 · . 73.7 · · · · · · · -:--------:---------:---------:---------:---------· · 30 · 41 · 37 · 30 · 7 · 3 · · · · · · · NEVER · 34.7 .. : 31.4 · 25.4 · 5.9 · 2.5 · · · · · · · 34.5 · 33.0 · . 26.3 · 14.9 · 15.8 · · · · · · · -:---.-----:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
Co1umn l19 112 114 47 19 
. Total 29.0 27.3 27.7 11.4 4.6 

Chi square = 13.64259 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0916 

Number of missing observations = 44 

; . - ... r I' 
....... , .... """ .... .., . 

.' '. 

Row 
Total 

81 
19.7 

212 
51.6 

118 
28.7 

411 
100.0 

, I 

~ 
I 
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TABLE 135. REASONS POLICE SHOOT -- FIRST MENTIONED 

BY SEX 

Count : 
Row % : 
Col % : Row 

Total % = MALE FEMALE Total 

LIFE THREATENING 

THREAT TO OTHERS 

ARMED ASSAILANT 

FLEEING PERSON 

ON DRUGS 

DISOBEYING POLICE 

TRAINED TO SHOOT 

PANIC-FEAR 

1. : 2. : 
:--------:--------
: 81: 75: 156 
: 51.9 : 48.1 : 37.6 
: 38.8 : 36.4 : 
: 19.5 : 18.1 : 

-:--------:--------: 
: 17: 6: 
: 73.9 : 26.1 : 

8.1 : 2.9 : 
4.1 : 1.4 : 

-:--------:--------: 

23 
5.5 

: 30: 29: 59 
: 50.8 : 49.2 : 14.2 
: 14.4 : 14.1 : 

7.2: 7.0 : 
-:--------:--------: 

: 5: 12: 
: 29.4 : 70.6 : 

2.4 : 5.8: 
1.2 : 2.9 : 

:--------:--------: 
0: 5: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 2.4 : 
0.0: 1. 2 : 

:--------:--------: 
: 4: 7: 
: 36.4 : 63.6 : 

1. 9: 3.4: 
1.0 : 1.7 : 

:--------:--------: 
: 7: 3: 
: 70.0 : 30.0 : 

3.3 : 1. 5 : 
1. 7 : 0.7 : 

!--------:--------: 

17 
4.1 

5 
1.2 

11 
2.7 

10 
2.4 

: 37: 34: 71 
: 52.1 : 47.9 : 17.1 
: 17.7 : 16.5 : 

8.9 : 8.2 : 
:--------:--------



TABLE 135. (CONTINUED) 

FEAR MINORITIES 

PREJUDICE 

TOO MUCH STRESS 

HARDENED 

Count 
Row % 
Col % 

Total % 

ABUSE AUTHOR LTY 

OVER-REACTING 

Column 
Total 

247 

MALE FEMALE 
1. : 2. : 

:--------:--------
: 2: 1: 

66.7 : 33.3 : 
1. 0: 0.5 : 
0.5 : 0.2 : 

-:--------:--------: 
4: 3: 

57.1 : 42.9 : 
1.9: 1.5: 
1. 0 ~ 0.7: 

-:--------:--------
: 2: 3: 
: 40.0 : 60.0 : 

1. 0: 1.5: 
0.5 : 0.7 : 

-:--------:--------: 1: 1: 
50.0 : 50.0 : 
0.5 : 0.5: 
O. 2 : 0.2: 

-:--------:--------: 
: 11: 9: 
: 55.0 : 45.0 : 

5.3 : 4.4: 
2.7 : 2.2: 

-:---~----:--------! 
: 8: 18: 
! 30.8 : 69.2 : 

3.8 : 8.7: 
1. 9 : 4. 3 : 

-:--------:--------: 
209 

'50.4 
206 

49.6 

Row 
Total 

3 
0.7 

7 
1.7 

5 
1.2 

2 
0.5 

20 
4.8 

26 
6.5 

415 
100.0 

Chi square = 20.63762 with 13 Degrees of freedom .Significance = 0.08 

Humber of missing observations = 40 

II ., 
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" 

I 

. 



248 

TABLE 136. REASONS POLICE SHOOT -- FIRST MENTIONED 

BY RACE 

Count : 
Row % : 
Col % : Row 

Total % : BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Total 

LIrE THREATENING 

THREAT TO OTHERS 

ARt1ED ASSA r LANT 

FLEEING PERSON 

ON DRUGS 

DISOBEYING POLICE 

TRAINED TO SHOOT 

PANIC-FEAR 

1. : 2. : 3. : . 

-:--------:-----"--:--------: : 35: 55: 66: 156 
: 22.4 : 35.3 : 42.3: 37.6 
: 24.8 : 40.7 : 47.5 : 

8.4 : 13.3 : 15.9 : .1: ______ , __ : ________ : ________ : 

: 9: 8: 6: 
: 39.1 : 34.8 : 26.1 : 

6.4 : "5.9 : 4.3 : 
2.2: 1.9 : 1.4: 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
: 18: 20: 21: 
: JO.5 : 33.9 : 35.6 : 
: 12.8 : 14.8 : 15.1 ~ 

4.3 : 4.8: 5.1 : 
~:--------:--------:--------: 

: 5: 11: 
: 29.4 :" 64.7 : 

3.5 : 8.1 : 
1. 2 : 2. 7 : 

1 : 
5.9 : 
0.7 : 
0.2 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
: 2: 1: 2: 
: 40.0 : 20.0 : 40.0 : 

1. 4 : O. 7 : 1. 4 : 
0.5 : 0.2: 0.5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
: 4: 5: 2: 
: 36.4 : 45.5 : 18.2 : 

2.8 : 3.7: 1.4: 
1. 0: 1. 2 : O. 5 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
: 2: 2: 6: 
: 20.0 : 20.0 : 60.0 : 

1. 4 : 1. 5 : 4.3 : 
0.5 : 0.5: 1.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------

23 
5.5 

59 
14.2 

17 
4.1 

5 
1.2 

11 
2. 7 

10 
2.4 

: 37: 17: 17: 71 
: 52. 1 : 23. 9 : 23. 9: 17. 1 
: 26.2 : 12.6 : 12.2 : 

8.9 : 4.1 : 4.1 : 
--------:--------:--------

' ............... - , 



TABLE 136. (CONTINUED) 

Count 
Row % 

249 

Col % : Row 
Total % : BLACK HISPANIC ANGLO Total 

FEAR MINORITIES 

PREJUDICE 

TOO MUCH STRESS 

HARQENED 

AB USE AUTHOR ITY 

OVER-REACTING 

Column 
Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

0: 3: 
0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 2.2 : 
0.0 : 0.7 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
: 6: 1: 
: 85.7 : 14.3 : 

4.3 : 0.7 : 
1. 4 : 0.2 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------
: 1: 1: 3: 
: 20.0 : 20.0 : 60nO : 

0.7 : 0.7 : 2.2 : 
0.2 : 0.2: 0.7 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------: 
0: 2: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 1. 5 : 
0.0 : 0.5 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------
8 5 7 

40.0 · 25.0 · 35.0 · · · · 5.7 · 3.7 · 5.0 · · · · 1.9 · 1.2 : 1.7 · · · -: ----.----: --------: --------: 
14 4 8 

53.8 · 15.4 · 30.8 · · · · 9.9 · 3.0 · 5.8 · · · · 3.4 · 1.0 · 1.9 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------
141 

34.0 
135 

32.5 
139 

33.5 

Chi square = 62.19721 with 26 Degrees ~f freedom 

Number of missing observations = 40 

3 
0.7 

5 
1.2 

2 
0.5 

20 
4.8 

26 
6.3 

415 
100.0 

Significance = G.OOOI 
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TABLE 137. REASONS POLICE SHOOT -- FIRST MENTIC·.7:D 

BY AtlNUAL INCO\~~ 

Count : 
Row % : 
Col % : UNDER $10,000- $20;000- $25,000- $30,000 Row 

Total % : $10,000 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + Total 

LIFE THREATENING 

THREAT TO OTHERS 

ARMED ASSAILANT 

FLEEING PERSON 

ON DRUGS 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------

32 · 37 · 27 · 9 · 30 · · · · · · 23.7 · 27.4 · 20.0 · 6.7 · 22.2 · · · · · · 32.0 · 32.5 · 44.3 · 39.1 · 45.5 · · · · · · 8.8 10.2 · 7.4 · 2.5 · 8.2 · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------
7 · 5 · 4 · 1 · 3 · · · · · · · . 35.0 · 25.0 · 20.0 · 5.0 · 15.0 · · · · · · · 7.0 · 4.4 · 8.6 · 4.3 · 4.5 · · · · · · 1.9 · 1.4 · 1.1 · 0.3 · 0.8 · · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 19 · 19 · 8 · 0 · 9 · · · · · · 34.5 · 34.5 : 14.5 · 0.0 · 16.4 · · · · · 19.0 · 16.7 · 13.1 · 0.0 : 13.6 · · · · · 5.2 · 5.2 · 2.2 · 0.0 · 2.5 · · · · · · 

-:---------:---------:---------:------~--:---------: · ' 6 · 7 · 0 · 0 · O. · · · · · · · 46.2 · 53.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 6.0 · 6.1 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · '1.6 · 1.9 : 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · .. · · -:.--------:---------!---------:---------:---------o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

3 : 
75.0 : 
4 .. 9 : 
0.8 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

1 : 
25. a : 

1. 5 : 
0.3 : 

-'---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
_ : 3: 6 : 

60.0 : 
5.3 : 
1. 6 : 

a : 1 : 
10.0 : 
4.3 : 
0.3 : 

o : 
DISOBEYING POL1CE : 30.0 : 

3.0 : 
0.8 : 

O. a : 
0.0 : 
O. a ; 

O. a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
0 · 2 · 2 · 0 · 4 · · · · · · TRAINED TO SHOOT 0.0 · 25.0 · 25.0 · 0.0 · 50.0 : · · · · 0.0 · 1.8 · 3.3 : 0.0 : 6.1 · · · · 0.0 · 0.5 · 0.5 : 0.0 · 1.1 · · · · · :---------:---------:---------:--------- ---------: 

18 · 19 · 13 : 4 · 11 · · · · · PANIC-FEAR 27.7 · 29.2 : 20.0 · 6.2 · 15.9 · · · · · 18.0 · 16.7 · 21. 3 : 17.4 : 16.7 · · · · 4.9 · 5.2 : 3.6 : 1.1 · 3.0 : · · ---------:---------:---------:---------:---------

135 
37.1 

20 
5.5 

.55 
15.1 

.13 
3.6 

4 
1.1 

10 
2.7 

8 
2.2 

65 
17.9 
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TABLE 137. (CONTINUED) 

Count 
Row % 
COl % 

Total % 
UNDER 
$10,000 

1. : 

251 

$10,000-$20,000- $25,000. $30,000 
$19,999 $24,999 $29,999 AND + 

2.: 3.: 4.: 5.: 
. \ -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------

2' : 
FEAR MINORITIES 66.7 : 

2.0 : 
0.5 : 

1 : 
33.3 : 
0.9 : 
0.3 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

PREJUDICE 

TOO MUCH STRESS 

HARDENED 

ABUSE AUTHORITY 

OVER-REACiING 

Column 
Total 

-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
1 · 2 · 0 · 3 · 0 · · · · · · 16.7 · 33.3 · 0.0 · 50.0 .... 0.0 · · · · · · 1.0 · 1.8 · 0.0 · 13.0 · 0 •. 0 · · · · · · 0.3 · 0.5 · 0.0 · 0.8 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------
0 · 2 · 0 · 0 · 2 · · · · · · 0.0 · 50.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 50.0 · · · · · · 0.0 · 1.8 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 3.0 · · · · · · 0.0 · 0.5 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.5 · · · · · · -:---------:---------!---------:---------:---------: · 1 · 0 0 · 0 0 · · · · 100.0 · 000 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 1.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 0.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 . · 0.0 : 0.0 · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------.: 
7 4 2 : 1 · 1 · · · 46.7 · 26.7 · 13.3 · 6.7 · 6.7 · · · · · · 7.0 · 3.5 · 3.3 · 4.3 · 1.5 · · · · · · 1.9 · 1.1 · .0,,5 · 0.3 · 0.3 · · · · · · -:---------t---------:---------:---------:---------: 
4 · 10 2 4 5 · · · 16.0 · 40.0 · 8.0 16.0 · 20.0 · · · · · 4.0 · 8.8 : 3.3 · 17.4 · 7.6 · · · · · 1.1 : 2. 7 · 0.5 · 1. 1 · 1.4 · · · · · -:---------:-------- .. :---------:---------:---------: 

100 
27.5 

114 
31.3 

61 
16.8 

23 
6.3 

66 
18.1 

Row 
Total 

3 
0.8 

6 
1.6 

4 
1.1 

1 
0.3 

15 
4.1 

25 
6.9 

364 
100.0 

Chi square = 84.53603 with 52 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.002 

Number of missing observations = 91 
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TABLE 138. REASONS POLICE SHOOT -- FIRST MENTIONED 

BY AFRAID OF YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

Count : 
Row % : 
Col % : YES NO 

Total % : Row 
1. : 2. : Total 

-:---------:---------
57: 98: 155 

LIFE THREATENING 36.8: 63.2: 37.4 
35.4 : 3d.7 : 

THREAT TO OTHERS 

ARMED ASSAIlJ1.NT 

FLEEING PERSON 

ON DRUGS 

13.8 : 23.7 ~ 

-:---------:---------
7 : 

30.4 : 
4.3 : 

:. 1. 7 : 

16 : 
69.6 : 
6.3 : 
3.9 : 

-:---------:---------: 
21 : 

35.6 : 
13.0 : 
5.1 : 

38 : 
64.4 : 
15.0 : 
9.2 : 

-:---------:---------: 
6 : 

35.3 : 
3.7 : 
'1. 4 : 

11 : 
64.7 : 
4.3 : 
2.7 : 

-:---------:---------
4 : 

80.0 : 
2.5 : 
1. 0 : 

1 : 
20.0 : 
0.4 : 
0.2 : 

-:---------:---------: 
: 3: 

DISdSEYING POLICE : 27.3 : 
8 : 

72.7 : 
3.2 : 

TRAINED TO SHOOT 

PANIC-FEAR 

: 1.9: 
0.7 : 1. 9 : 

-:---------:----~----: 
4 : 

40.0 : 
2.5 : 
1. 0 : 

6 : 
60.0 : 
2.4 : 
1. 4 :. 

-:---------:---------: 
36 : 

50.7 : 
22.4 : 
8.7 : 

35 : 
49.3 : 
13.8 : 
8.5 : 

:---------:---------

23 
5.6 

59 
14.3 

5 
1.2 

11 
2.7 

10 
2.4 

71 
17.1 

-.. 
..... <i _, _ '_ -....... __ ,_ .. ' • __ .... u ..... 
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TABLE 138. (CONTINUED) 

Count 
Row % 
Col % : YES 

Total % : 
NO 

FEAR MINORITI:S 

PREJUDICE 

TOO MUCH STRESS 

HARDENED 

ABUSE AUTHOR II Y 

OVER-?EACTING 

Column 
Total 

1. : 2. : 

-~---------:---------: 
2 : 

66.7 : 
1. 2 : 
0.5 : 

1 : 
33.3 : 

0.4 : 
0.2 : 

-:---------:---------: 1: 6: 
14.3 : 85.7 : 
0.6: 2.4: 
0.2: 1.4: 

-:---------:---------: 
1 : 

20.0 : 
0.6 : 
0.2 : 

4 : 
80.0 : 

1.6 : 
1.0 : 

-:---------:---------: 
0: 2: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 :' 0.8 : 
0.0: 0.5: 

-:---------:---------: 
11 

55.0 : 
6.8 : 
2.7 : 

9 
45.0 : 

3.6 : 
2.2 : 

-:---------:---------: 
. . 

8 :, 
30.8 : 

5.0 ! 
1. 9 : 

18 : 
69.2 : 
7.1 : 
4.3 : 

-:---------:---------~ 
161 

38.9 
253 

61.1 

Row 
Total 

3 
0.7 

7 
1. 7 

5 
1.2 

2 
0.5 

20 
4.8 

26 
6.3 

414 
100.0 

Chi square = 17.38773 '13 Degrees of freedom 

Number of missing observations = 41 

Significance = 0.1822 
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TABLE 139. REASONS POLICE SHOOT -- FIRST MENTION~D 

BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

Count LESS HIGH 
SCHOOL 
GRAD 

Row % THAN 
Col % H.S. 

SOME COLLEGE POST 
COLLEGE GRAD GRAD 

PREJUDICE 

FEAR MINORITIES 

COMMIT MORE CRIME 

GANGS 

MORE PROBLEMS 

MORE PROVOKING 

• 
NONE SUPPORT 

Column 
Total 

1. : 2. : 3. ~ 4. : 5. : 
-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
: 13: 
: . 30.2 : 

35.1 : 

9 : 
20. 9 : 
25. 7 : 

14 : 
32.6 : 
31. 1 : 

5 : 
11.6 :' 
26.3 : 

2 : 
4.7 : 

20.0 : 
~:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 3 : 

14.3 : 
8.1 : 

3 : 
14.3 : 
8.6 : 

9 : 
42.9 : 
20.0 : 

4 : 
19.0 : 
21.1 : 

2 : 
9.5 : 

20.0 : 
-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------· · 5 · 12 · 15 · 5 • 3 · · · · · · 12.5 · 30.0 · 37.5 · 12.5 · 7.5 · · · · · · 13.5 · 34.3 · 33.3 · 26.3 · 30.0 · · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 

2 · 3 · 1 · 0 · 0 · · • · · · 33.3 · 50.0 · 16.7 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 5.4 · 8.6 · 2.2 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
5 · 6 · 4 · 4 · 2 · · · · · · 23.8 · 28.6 · 19. a · 19.0 · 9.5 · · · · · · 13.5 · 17.1 · 8.9 · 21.1 · 20.0 · · · · · · -:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 
7: 2: 

53.8 : 15.4 : 
18.9: 5.7: 

2 : 
15.4 : 

4.4 : 

1 : 
7.7 : 
5.3 : 

1 : 
7.7 : 

10.0 : 
-:---------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 

2 · 0 · 0 · 0 · a · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · . 5.4 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · " · · · · · 
-:-~-------:---------:---------:---------:---------: 37 35 45, 19 .10 

25.3 24.0 30.8 13.0 6.8 

Row 
Total 

43 
29.5 

21 
14.4 

40 
27.4 

6 
4.1 

21 
14.4 

13 
8.9 

2 
1.4 

146 
100.0 

Chi square = 25.57605 with 24 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.3750 

~umber of missing observations = 309 
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TABLE 140. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL IN COMMUNliY SURVEY 

------~------------------------------------------~--~------,---. I I I : I I 
Ouestion 
Numoer 

ABBREVIATED QUESTION I RAC~ .1 SEX! AGE INC" £D. \ AFRA!O i 
I • ....1 

2a/o 

2b/b 

,bIg 

2b/h 

3 

12 

13 

2o/c 

2b/f 

2b/a 

2b/e 

6 

7 

8 

GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF POLICE 

RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD 

POLICE ARE DOING THE BEST JOB THEY CAN 

POLIC:;ARE AFRAID OF PEOPLE IN THE AREA .. 
POLICE ARE NOT PUNISHED 

L.A. NEEDS ADcrITIONAL POLICE OFFICERS 

.001 

.000 

.000 

.000 

n.s. 

YOU/FAMILY/FRIENDS: CONTACT WITH THE POLICE .011 

POLICE HANDLE SiTUATION PROPERLY 

POLICE DESERVE OUR SUPPORT 

PEOPLE DON IT TRUST POLICE 

.003 

.000 

.002 

RACIAL FACTORS IN POLICE BEHAVIOR AND CRIME 

POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST BLACKS 

POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST HISPANICS 

WH!CH GROUP 00 POLICE SHOOT MORE 

I REASONS POLICE SHOOT BLACKS/HISPANICS/ 
ANGLOS MORE 

'I 

I A. FIRST MENTIONED 

S. SECOND MENTIONED 

C. THIRD MEnTIONED 

I D. FOUnTH ~ENTIONED 

i ~HICH GROUP CO~~ITS MOSi CRIMES . 

.000 

.004 

.000 

.000 

.037 

n.s. 

.000 

"'1:'-'.0-: AsCertd f nea 

.. 

n.s. .000 .O~S n.s. .010 

n.s. .042 .014 n.s. n.s. 

n.s. .008 .002 .016 .000 

n.s. .002 .022 n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s. .009 n.s. n .. s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s~ n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s, .005 .008 .045 

n.s. .002 .039 n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.~. .033 .020 n.s. 

n.s. n.s. .013 n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

n.s. .041 n.s. n.s. 1'1.5. 

n.s. n.s. .0'8 n.s. n.s. 

~.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. ~.s. 

NA 

n.s. n.s. n.s. 

.' . "" 
n.s. 

NA 

n.s • 

,
I> 
I. 
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TASLE 1':0. SL'XMMY OF SIGNlrrCANCE LEVEl. :!; CC~~l.'lilTY. SURVEY (CONTINUED) 

. i 
[ AFR;":O ' Question ~S6REVIATED QUEST!ON RACE SEX : AGE INC., ED. 

Num:>er I I 
1.. I I 

DEFENSE POSiURE BECAUSE OF FEAR 

15 OI.'N A GUN .000 .037 n.s. n.s, n.s. n.s. 

16 SOMETiMES CARRY A GUN n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

17 SOH~TI~ES CARRY A KNIFE n.s. .027 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

FKEQUENCY OF AND NECESSITY FOR POLICE SHOOTING 

2b/d POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED .000 n.s. n.s. .035 n.s. n.s. 

4 OOLItE SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER .000 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

5 REASONS POLICE SHOOT 

A. FIRST MENTIONED .000 n.s. n.s • .003 n.s. n.s. 

.. B. SECOND MENTIONED .000 n.,s. n.s. n.s. .Or3 n.s. 
C. THIRD MENTIONED n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. fI.S. 

I O. FOURTH MENTIONED NA NA NA NA NA NA 

9 ARE THERE SITUATIONS WHEN POLICE SHOULD 
I SHOOT n.s. I1.S. .009 n.s. .013 n.s. 
I 

10 I SriUATIONS ~HEN POLICE SHOULD SHOOT 

I • FIRST MENTIONED .003 n.s. Il.S. n.S. n.s. n.s. I,. 

I B. SECOND MENTIONED .004 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.S. n.s. 

1 C. THIRD HENiIONED n",u .. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
I 

FOURTH MENTIONED NA I D. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
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TABLE 140. SUM."1ARY OF SIGllIFlCANCE LEVEL 11l CO~MUNITY SURV::Y tCOllin;U::n 

Ii' I 
Question ABBREVIATED QUESTION RACE I SEX j AGE i INC., ED. AFRAfD 
Number I 

I 

JUSTIFICATION FOR USE OF DEADLY FORCE 

11.1 IF REFUSES TO DO WHAT OFFICER ASKS n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. .014 n.s. 

l!b IF FLEEING FROM (SERIOUS) CRIME n.s. n.s. n.S. n.s. ;015 n.s. 

Ue UNARKtD PERSON ATTACKING ANOTHER .000 n.s. .031 n.s. .004 n.s. 

Ud ONE FLEEING FROM SOOY HARM CRIME n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

lle F'LEEING BURGLAR .006 n.s. n.s. n.s. .008 n.s. 

llr PERSON ATTACKING ANOTHER WITH KNIFE .000 n.s. .029 n.s. n.s. .008 . . 
119 PERSON ATTACKIN~ OFFICER WITH KNIFE .000 .017 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.~. 

llh PERSON THREATENING ANOTH~R WITH GUN .001 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

11i PERSON THREATENt:n; OFFICER WITH GUN .007 .003 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 



armed assailant, 

fleeing person, 

disobeying police officer, 

trained !o shoot, 

pan; c-fear, 

fear of minorities, 

prej udi ce, 

too much stress. 

hardened, 

abuse of authority, 

ove r- react i ng, 

and all others. 

· .... ""-...... .... _ ... 
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The entries in Table 140 under these three items relfect the first 

response mentioned, the second response ment;on~d, and so on. 

Glancing down the columns of the table, it is clear that the differences 

over races stand out--i ndeed, there are few important items in whi ch there 

are no statistically significant differences over the races. Fear of neigh

borhood and sex produce few significant differences. Age, inco.'i1e level, 

and educational level produce clusters of differences •. 

Another type of summary of responses to the survey is shown in Table 

141. This table provides an overview of highlights. The decimals in 

parentheses foll owi ng catagori es of respondents are the s; gni fi cance 1 evel s 

shown in Table 140. 

[INSERT TABLE 141 HERE] 

Finally, the variables educational level and income level are clElarly 

confounded with the variable race, and so differenGes found over values of~the 

fonner two variables are accountable on the basis of the latter ((n-e. 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY 

-------------------------------------------------------------
I. GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF POLICE 

A. RATING OF POLICE IN NEIGHBORHOOD 
1. General 

most (44.2%) rate police as "good" 
81.5% rate fair or above 

2. Race (.000) 
Anglos rate police higher 
.Anglos 91.7% (fair or above) 

.. Blacks 76.0% 
Hispanics 77.2% 

3. Age ( •. 000) 
Older respondents more often rate police as excellent or good 
6~+ 64.8% 
50-64 70.0 
45-49 62.7 
25-44 44.8 
16-24 45.4 

.4. Income (.048) 
a. the higher the incomes ($20,000+) the more inclined to 

rate pol; ce as "fa i r" or better 
$30,000 + 89.7% 

25,000-29,999 85.8% 
20,000-24,99g 86.3 
10,000-19,999 75.2 

0- 9,999 80.4 
b. 22.7% of $20,000 to $24,999 gave excellent rating 

$30 + 8.8% 
25-29,999 4.8 
20-24,999 22.7 
10-19,999 7.7 

0- 9,999 6.S 
5. Afraid of neighborhood (.01) 

58.5% of those ~OT afraid of their neighborhood rate police as 
"excellent ll or "good" compared to 45.7% of those AFRAID 

Excell ent 
*Good 

Fai r 

AFRAID 
9.41-

36.3 
28.1 

B. POLICE ARE DOING THE BEST JOB THEY CAN 
1. General 

NOT AFRAID 
9.4% 

49.1 
28.1 

62.6% of tJtal agree completely or a little 
2. Race (.000) . 

a. Hispanics and Anglos more often believe police are doing 
best job they can 
Anglos 72.9% (romp1.'tely .;. a little) 
Hispanics 66.9 
Blacks 48~0 . 

b. 22.7% of Blacks "disagreed cOr.1pletely" 
Blacks 22.7%' 
Hispanics 6.4 
Anglo~ 6.8 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

3. Age (.042) 
a. Older respondents are more likely to "agree completely" 

that police are doing the best job they can 
65+ 47.3% 
50-64 43.9 
45-49 40.3 
25-44 26.8 
16-24 34.7 

b. Younger are more 1ikely to disagree a little or completely 
16-24 29.6% 
25-44 36.0 
45-49 29.2 
50-64 15.1 
65+ 12.8 

4. Income (~014) 
The two "hi gh" income groups more often 1\ agree compl etely" that 
police are dOing the best job they can 

'$-30 + :51.4% 
25-29,999 52.2 
20-24,999 28.8 
10-19,999 32.5 
0- 9,999 34.5 

C. POLICE DESERVE OUR SUPPORT 
1. Genera 1 

73.5% agree completely 
88.8% agree completely or a little 

2. Race (.000) 
'95.3% Anglos say police deserve our suppo~t 
Anglos 95.3% (completely + a little) 
Hispanics 85.9 
Blacks 85.3 

3. Income (.004) 
The higher the income (With one reversal) the more likely 
subj ect II agrees compl ete l~JII that pol ice deserve our support 
$30 + 91.4 

25-29,999 95.7 
20-24,999 75.8 
10-19,999 70.0 
0- 9,999 65.8 

(agree completely + a llttl~ = 95.7%, 100%, 89.4%, 84.2%, 
90.1%) 

4. Education (.008) 

---- ------- --

Those with at least SOME college are more inclined to agree 
completely or a little that police deserve our support 
Post grad 94.7% 
College grad 98.1 
'Some call ege 91. 0 
H.S. grad 82.6 
less than H.S. 88.4 



261 

TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

5. Afraid of neighborhood (.045) 
91.7% of those NOT afraid of their neighborhood compared to 
83.9% of those AFRAID feel police deserve our support (com
pletely agree + a littl~). 

D. PEOPLE DON'T TRUST POLICE 

E. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

General 
.pretty even spread--w/51.5% agreeing completely or a little, 
15.8% not sure, and 43.1% disagreeing a little or completely. 
Race (.001) 
Blacks are slightly more likely to "agree completely" that 
people don't trust police. 
Blacks 29.3% 
Hispanics 20.4% 
Anglos 21.6% ....... 

(BUT: completely + a little = 54%, 46.7, 52.7) 
Age (.001) 
16-44 age group more inclined to agree completely that people 
don't trust police 
15-24 32tiO% 
25-44 29.8 
45-49 21.1 
50-64 12.1 
65+ 9.1 
(agree completely or a little = 55.7%, 57.8, 52.1, 39.4, 36.4) 
Income (.038) 
Except for one reversal, there a monotonic increasing relation
ship between annual income and percentage "agreeing completely." 
Interestingly, very nearly the same pattern occurs in the case 
of lid; sagree compl etely. II 

POLICE ARE AFRAID OF PEOPLE IN THE AREA 
1. General . 

51.1% disagree completely or a little 
20.0% not sure 

2. Race (.000) 
a. Many more blacks and Hispanics claim police ARE afraid ••• 

than Anglos 
Blacks 
Hispanics 
Anglos . . 

b. 63.5% 'of Anglos 
Anglos 
B1 ads 
Hispanics 

34.3% (completely + a 
37.6 
14.2 

disagreed completely 
63.5% 
30.2 
31. 2 

little) 

(Completely. + a little = 75.0%,40.3,38.8) 
3. Ag e (. 008 ) 

Those respondents 65 years or older are less likely to believe 
that police ,re afraid of people in the area 
65+ 11.0% 
50-64 25.8 
45-49 26.8 
25-44 31.3 
16-24 38.7 

I 

I 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COW1UNITY SURVEY (continued) 

4. Inco~e (.002) 
The two highest income brackets more often "disagree completeli: 
with -statement "Police are afraid of people in the area". 
$30 + 65. 7% 
25-29,999 47.8 
20-24,999 40.9 
10-19,999 36.7 
0- 9,999 33.6 

(Completely + a little = 71.4%, 05.2, 51.5,46.7,40.7) 
5. Education (.016) 

Those with at least a college degree tend NOT to agree that 
police are afraid of people in area. 
(Agree completely + a little) 
Post grad 5.3% 
Coll~ge grad 15.7 
Some college 29.3 
H.S. grad. 32.5 
Less than H. S. 33.8 
(Disagree completely + a little = 68.4%, 56.9, 49.6, 32.5, 33.1) 

6. Afraid of Neighborhood .(.000) 
a. 36.6% of those AFRAID of neighborhood agree complete1y or 

a little that police are afraid of people in area ••• compared 
to 24.1% of those NOT afraid 

b. 50% of those NOT afraid di sagree campl etely 
28% of those afraid disagree completely 

F. POLICE ARE NOT PUNISHED 
1. General 

35.8% agree completely or a little 
29.4% disagree completely or a little 
34.9% not sure 

2. Race (.000) 
Blacks more than Hispanics and Hispanics more than Anglos 
feel "Police ••• are not punished for actions that lead to 
citizens' deaths". 
Blacks 31.3% (agree completely) 
Hispanics 22.2% 
Anglos 14.3% 
(Completely + a little = 46.6%, 37.9, 22.5) 

3. Age (.002) 
50 and above less often state agreement with statement of 
"Police are not punished •.. 11 

65+ 16.4% 
50-64 18.2 
45-49 36.8 
25-44 40.5 
16-24 50.0 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

4. Income (.022) 
Two "high" groups more often IIdisagree completeli' that police 
are not punished 
$30 + 37.1% 
25-29,999 39.1 
20-24,999 25_0 
10-19,999 17.6 

. 0- 9,999 14.3 
• (disagree completely + a little = 48.5%, 43.4, 34.4, 26.0, 24.1) 

II. RACE RELATED 

A. POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST HISPANICS 
1. General 

agree completely 13.7%\ 
agree a little 18.5 32.2% 
not sure - 27.8 I 
disagree a little 12.1 
disagree completely 28.0 40.1% 

2. Rac e (.004) 
a. Blacks and Hispanics believe police are prejudiced against 

Hispanics more than Anglos 
Blacks 32.9% (agree completely + a little) 
Hispanics 37.6 
Anglos 25.7 

b. 39.9% Anglos disagree completely 
Blacks 21.5% 
Hispanics 22.9% 

3. Income (.013) 
The $0-9,999 group is less inclined to agree completely or a 
little that police officers are prejudiced against Hispanics 
$ 0- 9,999 27.7% 
10-19,999 38.4 
20-24,999 34.8 
25-29,999 34.7 
30 + 32.9 

S. POLICE ARE PREJUDICED AGAINST BLACKS 
1. General 

42.9% disagreed a little or completely 
31.3% were not sure 

2. Race (.000) 
Blacks agree r.1ore that "Police are prejudiced" against their 
race 
Blacks 
Hispanics 
Anglos 

42.2% (completely + a little) 
16.6 
19.0 

.' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
l 

.! 

. 
:~ 
" .. 
I 
!i 
" ,I 
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TABLE 141. QU ICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUN ITY SURVEY (continued) 

3. income (.033) 
a. The 10,000-19,999 and 20-24,999 groups are more likely to 

agree completely or a little that police are prejudiced 
against Blacks 
$ 0- 9,999 22.4% 
10-19,999 34.3 
20-24,999 33.4 
25-29,999 17.3 
30 + 22.9 

b. The higher income groups more often disagree completely 
$ 0- 9,999 25 •. 9% 
10-19,999 20.8 
20-24,999 33. • ..3 
25-29,999 43.5 
90 + 41~4 

C. WHICH GROUP COMMITS MOST CRIMES 
1. General 

Blacks 69.4% (8=66.2; H=75.3; A=51.2) 
Hispanics 22.9 
Anglos 13.7 

2. Race (.000) 
a. 41.9% Anglos listed Hispanics as committing most crimes 

Hispanics 17.8% (listed Hispanics) 
8lacks 4.4 (listed Hispanics) 

b. 29.4% Blacks claimed Anglos committed most crimes, other 
groups did not agree 
Blacks 29.4% 
Hispanics 6.8 
Anglos 7.0 

· D. WHICH GROUP 00 POLICE SHOOT MORE 
1. General 

Blacks 81.2% 
Hispanics 17.6 
Anglos 1.2 

2. Race (.000) 
a. 97% of blacks feel their own race was shot more 

Hispanics 59.1% said blacks shot ~ore 
Anglos 80.0 

b. NO Anglos said Anglos shot more; only 2 of total listed 
Anglos 

E. REASONS POLICE SHOOT BLACKS/HISPANICS/ANGLOS MORE 
1. FIRST MENTIONED 

a. General 
29.5% feel prejudice was reason 
27.4 said it is because that group commits more crime 
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QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY' SURVEY 

b. Race (.000) 
1) 49.1% blacks listed prejudice as reason 

Hispanics 25.6% 
Anglos 10.0 ~ 

2) 36% Ang!os said it was because IIthat gr,oup" committed 
more crlme 
Hispanics 15.4% \ 
B1 acks 2-8.1 \ 

3) Anglos and Hispanics listed "more problems"\more than 
blacks \ 
Anglos 26.0% 
Hispanics 17.9 
Blacks 1.S 

4) Hispanics much more than the others listed "more 
provoking" 
Hispanics 
Blacks 
Anglos 

c. Age (.040) 

20.5% 
3.5 
6.0 

-' 

The younger groups (49 and be'low) wer'e sl ightly more 
likely to list prejudice as the reason police shoot Blacks/ 
Hispanics/Anglos more--with the 45-49 groups listing it 
62.5% of the time 
16-24 
25-44 
45-49 
50-64 
65+ 

SECOND MENTIONED 
a. General 

21. 6% 
26.S 
62.5 
lS.S 
15.4 

1) Fear Minorities 
2) More problems 
3) More p~ovoking 
4) Commit more crime 

THIRD MENTIONED 
a. General 

1) Life threatening 
2) Threat to others 
3) Armed assailant 

23.7% 
26 9 3 
21.1 
lS.4 

17.7% 
14.5 
14.5 

III. MISCELLANEOUS 

A. YOU/FAMILY/FRIENDS: CONTACT WITH POLICE IN, PAST YEAR 
1. General 

No l7.6~ 
Yes 28.4 

2. Race (.010) 
More Anglos than any otber group had had contact 
Anglos 36.5% 
Blacks 20.7 

. Hispanics 28.0 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

3. Income (.009) 
Two higher income groups more likely to have had contact 
with police 
$30 + 42.9% 
25-29,999 43.5 
20-24,999 28.8 
10-19,999 21.7 
0- 9,999 23.9 

B. POLICE HANDLE SITUATION PROPERLY 
1. General 

Yes 61.4% 
No 38.6 

2. Race (.002) 
Far more Anglos than Hispanics or blacks reported "proper 
handling ll 

Anglos 79.2% 
Hispanics 47.7 
Blacks 50.0 

C. L.A. NEEDS ADDITIONAL POLICE 
l. General 

Yes 86% 
No 14% 

IV. WEAPONS 
A. OWN A GUN 

1. General 
Yes' 17.7% 
No 82.3 

2. Race (.000) 
More blacks than Anglos and more Anglos than Hispanics own 
guns 
Blacks 
Anglos 
Hispanics 

s. SOMETIMES CARRY A GUN 
1. General 

Ye!l 
No 
? 

C. SOMETIMES CARRY A KNIFE 
1. General 

28.6% 
15.0 
10.2 

15.9% 
79.3 
4.9 

Yes 9.4% 
No 90.6 

I. 

,. 

. .. 

. \. , 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

V. POLICE SHOOTING 
• 

A. POLICE SHOOT WHEN IT CAN BE AVOIDED 
1. General 

38.1% agree completely or a little 
37.6% disagree completely or a little 

2. Ra ce (.000) 
a. 55% of blacks say police shoot when it can be avoided 

~ Blacks 55.0% (completely + a little) 
Hispanics 31.4 
Anglos 27.9 

b. 42.2% of Anglos disagree completely 
Slacks 10.1 
Hispanics 24.8 

3. Income (.035) . '.' 
a. The three middle-income groups more often ;~gree completely 

or a little that police shoot when it can be avoided 
$ 0- 9,999 33.7% 
10-19,999 43.3 
20-24,999 43.1 
25-29,999 47.8 
30 + 28.5 

b. 41.4% of highest income group disagrees completely 
$ 0- 9,999 20.9% 
10-19,999 21.7 
20-24,999 29.2 
25-t9,999 26.1 
30 + 41.4 

B. POLIC~ SHOOT OFTEN/SOMETIMES/NEVER 
1. General 

Often 19. 7% 
Sometimes 51.7 
Never 28.6 

2. Race (. 000) 
Much higher percentage of Blacks feel police shoot often 
Black 38.2% 
Hispanics 12.6 
Anglos 8.5 

C. ARE THERE SITUATIO~S WHEN POLICE SHOULD SHOOT? 
1. General 

Yes 73.5% 
No 26.5 

2. Ag e (. 008 ) 
Many more 65 or older people feel that indeed there ARE situa
tions when police should shoot 
65+ 91.3% 
50-64 6Q.8 
45-49 61.5 
25-44 76.4 
16-24 70.2 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

D. SITUATIONS WHEN POLICE SHOULD SHOOT 
1. FIRST MENTIONED 

a. General 
Life Threatening-other 54.8% 
Gun-Officer 24.5 
Life Threatening-officer 14.8 

b. Race (.003) 
1) More Hispanics than Anglos and more Anglos than blacks 

, 1i st It 1; fe threaten; ng-other lt 

Hispanics 61.9% 
Anglos 55.9 
Blacks 46.2 

2) Blacks and Anglos more than Hispanics list "life
threatening-officer lt 

Blacks 22.0% 
Anglos 17.6 
Hispanics 5.2 

2. SECOND MENTIONED 
a. General 

Life Threatening-officer 52.2% 
3. THIRD MENTIONED 

a. General 
G'un-Offi cer 45.0% 

E. REASONS POLICE SHOOT 
1. FIRST MENTIONED 

a. General 
Life-Th~'eatening 37.6% 
Panic~Fear 17.1 
Armed Assailant 14.2 

b. Race (.000) 
1) Blacks list Illife-threatening" less often than Hispanics 

or Anglos 
BlacKs 24.8% 
Hispanics 40.7 
Anglos 47.5 

2) Anglos less likely to list fleeing felon 
Anglos 0.7% 
Blacks 3.5 
Hispanics 8.1 

3) Blacks are more lik~ly to believe police shoot out 
or fear and panic 
Blacks 26.2% 
Hispanics 12.6 
Anglos 12.2 

2. SECOND MENTIONED 
a. General 

Life threatening 26.7% 
Threat to others 18.7 
Armed assailant 13.9 
Over reacting 10.0 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SU~IMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

b. Race 
1) Bl acks 1 i st .. abuse authority" more 

Blacks 13.8% 
Hispanics 2.7 
Anglos 5.1 

2) Hi spani cs more often 1; sted "threat to others!! 
Hispanics 38.4% 
Blacks 3.8 
Anglos 16.3 

3. THIRD MENTIONED 
a. General 

Life threatening 17.7% 
Threat to others 14.5 
Armed assailant 14.5 

F~ RIGHT TO KILL IF REFUSES TO DO WHAT OFFICER ASKS 
1. General 

Yes 2.9% 
No 86.7 
Maybe 10.3 

2. Education (.013) 
3% of those with less than H.S. diploma and 7.6% of those who 
had graduated from H.S. feel officer had the right to kill 
one who refuses to do what he asks 
less than H.S. 3.0% 
H.S. grad 7.6 
Some college 0.0 
College grad 0.0 
Post grad 0.0 

G. RIGHT TO KILL IF FLEEING FROM (SERIOUS) CRIME 

H. 

1. General 
Yes 15.0% 
Ho 58.8 
Maybe 26.2 

2. Education (.015) . 
As education level increases, tendency to consider it a right 
for a police officer to kill one fleeing from a crime decreases 
Less than H.S. 20.0% 
H.S. diploma 18.6 
Some co11eg'e' 10.7 
College grad 9.8 
Post grad 0.0 

. 
RIGHT TO KILL UNARMED PERSON ATTACKING ANJTHER 
1. General 

Yes 
No 
Maybe 

6.3% 
80.2 
13.5 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

2. Race (.000) 
a. 92.6% blacks oppose killing at unarmed person attacking 

another compared to Hispanics and Anglos 
Blacks 92.6% 
Hispanics 67.1 
Anglos 81.1 

b. More Hispanics than the other two groups feel that it is 
justified 
Hispanics 10.5% 
Blacks 2.7 
Anglos S.S 

I. RIGHT TO KILL ONE FLEEING FROM BODY HARM CRIME 
1. General 

Yes 18.6% 
No 03.4 
Maybe 28.1 

,J. .RIGHT TO KILL FLEEING BURGLAR 
1. General 

Yes 10.5% 
No 70.5 
Maybe 19.0 

K. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON ATTACKING ANOTHER WITH KNIFE 
1. General 

Yes 38.4% 
No 32.4 
Maybe 29.2 

2. Race (.000) 
a. More Anglos say police are justified in killing a person 

attacking another with a knife 
Anglos 49.0% 
Blacks 33.6 
Hispanics 33.1 

b. More blacks than other two groups object 
Slacks 45.6% 
Anglos 28.3 
Hispanics 23.4 

L. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON ATTACKING OFFICER WITH KNIFE 
1. General 

Yes 46.1% 
No 25.2 
Maybe 28.8 

2. Race (.000) 
a. More Anglos than Hispanics and more Hispanics than blacks 

feel police officer could justifiably shoot one attacking 
officer with knife 
Anglos 54.5% 
Hispanics 45.9 
Blacks 38.9 
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TABLE 141. QUICK SUMMARY OF RESULTS: COMMUNITY SURVEY (continued) 

b. 33.6% blacks opposed 
Hispanics 16.6% 
Anglos 25.5 

3. Sex (.016) 
31% females feel it is not justified to kill person attacking 
another with knife 
19.2% males 

M. RIG~T TO KILL PERSON THREATENING ANOTHER WITH A GUN 
1. General 

Yes 49.1% 
No 23.8 
Maybe 27.1 

2. Race (.001) 
a. Anglos and Hispanics more than blacks feel police officers 

are justified in killing another threatening someone with 
a gun 
Anglos 52.4% 
Hispanics 50.7 
Blacks 44.3 

b. 32% Blacks were opposed 
Hispanics 13.8% 
Anglos 24.8 

N. RIGHT TO KILL PERSON THREATENING OFFICER WITH A GUN 
1. General 

Yes 59.4% 
No 17.0 
Maybe 23.7 

2. Race (.006) 
a. More Hispanics feel police officers are justified in 

killing one threatening officer with a gun 
Hispanics. 65.S%, 
Blacks 57.0 
Anglos 55.2 

b. On ly 7.8% of Hi span i cs were opposed 
Blacks 22.1% 
Anglos 21.4 

3. Sex (.003) 
More famales oppose police officer killing one threatening 
officer with ~ gun 
Females 22.8% 
Hales 10.9 

--------



• 
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Consequently, we retested for s;gnifican~e, cortrolling for race, the respons

es to all questions where significance differences were obtained for income 

level andlor educational level (see Table 14). These were: 

Question 2 alb: Rating of police in neighborhood 

Question 2 b/a: Police are prejudiced against blacks 

Question 2 bib: Police are doing the best job they can 

Question 2 b/c: 

QUestion 2 bid: 

Question 2 b/e: 

Question 2 b/f: 

Question 2 bIg: 

Question 2 b/h: 

Question 5 A: 

Question 5 B: 

Police deserv~ our support 

Police are doing the best job they can 

Police are prejudiced against hispanics 

People don't trust police 

Police are afr&id of people tn the area 

Police are not punished 

First reason why police shoot 

Second reason why police shoot 

Question 7 B: Second reason why police shoot more 

Question 12: You/family/friends: contact wth 'police 

With race controlled, no significant difference~ were found over either 

income 1 eve1 or educat; onal 1 evel for the responses to the above quest; ons. 

The preponderant source of di fferences ; n response choi ces is, thus, claar' 

enough. 
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Racial Aspects of Shootings 

As discussed in Volumes II and III of this Report, r.1any write"s and 

orators have argued that police shootings are pr;r.arily motivated by racial 

bigotry. The argument is of the form IIpolice have one gun for blac~s and 

another for whites." Positions in the opposing direction are to the effect 

that, while blacks are victims of police shootir)gs at higher rates than 

whites, the phenomenon of frequent black shootings stems, not from bigotry, 

but from the greater threat to police from blacks. We will explore data re

lated to the two sides of the disagreement in this section. 

We start with the data in Table 63 above. Except for Miami, the per

.centa~e of blacks shot by police in each city is about 78. That cOr.1pares 

with the fall owing percentages of bl acks in each city (as determined by 

Bureaus of the Census, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Advance Re

ports): Oaklana 46.9, Newark 58.2, Birmingham 55.6, and Miami 25.1. 

In Miami, 51.2 percent of shooting opponents were black--while 28.0 

percent were Hispanic. The population distribution by race in Miami is as 

fo11o\'-/s: white 66.6 percent, black 25.1 percent. The census report speci-
. 
fies 55.9 percent as Spanish speaking. 

,c..s discussed in Volume II, racial distribution ;n the population ;s 
. 

clearly not an optimum basis for evaluating the l"Jypothesis of bigotry in 

shooting since it ignores the issue of possible differential exposure. Arrest 

statistics provide a move in a more appl"opriate direction. Table 142 pre

sents total Part I arrests, by race, over the period 1978-80 for Birmingham 

and 1977-i8 for Oakland. \ole do not have more ,~ece.,t data for Oaklanc, and 

there were no 1 istings of arrest data by race for either Miami or N€i ... ark. 

The proportions over bot •. ~ities for black and n''lite arrest rates, 76.2 
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percent and 22.3 percent respectively, are very close to the respective 

shootin~ rates (from Table 63) of 78.8 percent ,and 18.8 percent. 

[INSERT TABLE 142 HERE] 

Information on the previous criminal ity of shooting opponents is con

tained in Table 143. There are no data from Birmingham. Over the three 

cities, 68.8 ~rcent of the black opponents of officers (whether the officer 

did or did not shoot) had previous criminal records. The corresponding 

figures for whites and others (primarily Hispanics) are 58.8 percent and 84.0 

percent, respectively. The relatively small entries in the table reflect the 

difficulty of getting criminal background information on opponents, many of 

--whom were not even identified, and some of whom were juveniles with possibly 

sealed records. 

[INSERT TABLE 143 HERE] 

Table 144 presents the physical status of the o~~onent, as viewed by the 

officer, by race of opponent. The data are shown for the cities separately. 

and for the cities as a group, summed over shoot and non-shoot conditions. 

The information is the same as that of Table 60, in short, except for the 

separation by race. 

[INSERT TABLE 144 HERE] 

There is clearly an interaction effect over cities that cancels out the 

race-status effect in the comparison over the four cities. In Newark, blacks 

are far more likely to be "attacking" than "fleeing" as compared with whites, 

while the opposite is true in Birm~ngham, though not to the same extent. The 

patterns are not significant in the cases of Oakland 'and Miami, though it is 

perhaps noteworthy that Hispanics in Miai.1i, as compared with the two other 

racial groups, are more likely to be "a.ttccking" than "fleeing." 
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TABLE 142. PART I ARRESTS BY RACE 

Black White Other Total 

Birmingham 7880 2659 10539 
(Years 1978-80) 74.8% 25.2% 100% 

Oakland 8503 2129 342 10974 
(Years 1977-78) 77.5% 19.4% 3.1% 100% 

~~ 

Total 16383 4788 342 21513 
76.2% 22.3% 1.5% 100% 

. , 
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TABLE 143. CRIMINAL HISTORIES OF OPPONENTS: SHOOT AND NON-SHOOT SITUATIONS 

Crimi na 1 
Hi story Black White Other Total 

Oakland Yes 19 3 3 25 
No 18 3 1 22 

Mi ami Yes 20 7 14 41 
... No 4 3 2 9 

Newark Yes 14 0 4 18 
No 2 1 1 4 

Total Yes 53 10 21 84 
No 24 7 4 35 
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TABLE 144. S~SJECT'SPHYSICAL STATUS ~EGARQlHG OFFICER AT MO~E~T OF 
DEC:SION 70 USE OR NOT to ~SE OE~OLY FORCE •• CLASSIFIED BY 
SV RACE OF OPPONENT 

Oakland Count . 
Row: :Cauca- Black 
Col ':0 :sian 

His:l<!nic Row 
Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 
Circumstance~·~---·:·---·-·-:~-------!-~-~~---: 

1. 0:';: 0: • .. 
Non-Hoving 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 5.6 
Non-Control1ed 0.0: 6.3 : 0.0 : 

-:------.-:~-------:.~-----.: 
2. 0 ~ 2: 0: 2 

Non-Moving 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 2.8 
Easily Controlled: 0.0 : 3.2 : 0.0 : 

-! ••• -----:~------.~-.------! 
Non-Moving 3. · 1 : 3 : a : .~ · Oiff1 cuH to : 25.0 · 75.0 · 0.0 : 5.6 · · Control 

Attacking 

Fleeing 

12.5 : .1.8 : 0.0 · · 
.:.-----~-:.------~:.------- : 

4. 0 6 · 29 : 0 · 35 · · · · 17.1 · 82.9 : 0.0 · ~8.o 0 · · · 75.0 · 46.0 : 0.0 · · · · 
.:----.-.-:-------~:--------: 5. 1: 25: 1: 27 

Columrt 
Total 

: 3.7 : 92.6 : 3.7 : 37.5 
: 12.5 : 39.7 : 100.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
8 

11.1 
63 

87.S 
1 

1.4 
72 

100.0 

Chi square. 5.85197 with 8 Degrees of fl'eedom Significance. 0.6638 
Number of missing observations • ~ 

Miami - Count • 
Row ~ :Cauca. 91ack 
Col % :sian 

:-If Silan ic: Row 
Total 

: 1.: 2.: 3.: 
C1rcumstance.-.----:~--.----:--------:·----·--: 

1. Q: 3: 1: 4 
Non-Moving 0.0 : 75.0 : 25.0 : 4.0 
Hon-Controlled 0.0: 5.6 3.4: 

2. 0: 1: 0: 1 
Non-Moving : 0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 1.0 
Easily Controlled: 0.0 : 1.9 : 0.0 : 

Non-Moving 3. 
Dirfi eul t to 
Control 

4. 
Attacking 

5. 
Fleeing 

6. 
In Custody 

Column 
Total 

.:.------.!-.-----~:-------~: 
0: 2: \,: 3 

0.0 : 50.7 : 33.3 : 3.0 
0.0 : l.7 3,A: 

-:-----.-.:-----~--:.-.-----: : 3: a: a: 19 
: 15.8 : 42.1 : 4i,l : la.8 
: 16.7 : 14,9 : 2i.S : 

.:.---~---:--------:.-----~-: 
: 1.1: ':0: 19: 73 
: 19.2 : s~.a : 25.0 : ;2.3 
: ;7.8 : i~.l : ss.s : 

-:\-------:--------:--------: 
0 1 : 0 : 0 : 1 · : 100.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 1.0 

5.6 : 0.0 · Il.O · · · _:0 _______ : ________ : ________ : 
18 ". ~ .. 29 101 

17.S 53.5 ZS.7 :00.0 

Chi squar~. ~.lSiS~ w,~~ to ~esr~~.s of (reedor. Si9nlficance. O.S14~ 
'lu,':lber of '1issing o!lservat1ons -
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TABLE 144. SUBJECT'S ~HYSiCAL STATUS REGARDI~G OFFICER AT MOMENi OF 
DECISION TO USE OR ~OT TO USE OEADLY FORCE--CLASSrFI£D BY 
BY RACE OF O~PONENT (ccntinued) 

Count : 
Row ~ :Cauca- 91~cK 
Col ~ :sian 

Hi span; cRow 
Total 

· 1. : 2. : 3. : · Circums~anc~-------:--------:·-----·-:--------: 
2. 0 · 2 · 0 : · -) 

Non-Moving : 0.0 · 100.0 : 0.0 : · Easi ly Conuolled: 0.0 · 2.1 : 0.0 : · 
Han-Moving 
Oifficul t to 

3. 

Control 

4. 
Attack.ing 

5. 
Fl eeing 

Column 
Total 

.:----... -:--------:--------: 
: 1 : 1 a : 
, 50.0 : 50.0 : 0.0 : · 14.3 · 1.1 0.0 , · -:------.-:--------:--------: 

2 , 76 · 10 · · · · · 2.3 · B6.4 : 11.4 : · · , 2B.6 : 80.9 : 58.8 : · _: __ ~ _____ :. ____ d __ :. ____ ~ __ : 

4 : 11' : 7 · .) · · 15.4 · 57.7 , 26.9 · · · · · · 57 .. 1 : 16.0 · 41.2 : · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
7 

5.9 
94 

79.7 
17 

14.4 

2 
1.7 

2 
1.7 

88 
74.6 

26 
22.0 

118 
100.0 

Chi square. 18.93380 with 6 Degrees of freedom Si9nificance ~ 0.0043 
Number of missing observations • 26 

Birmingham Count : 
Row % :Cauca- Slack Row 
Col ~ :s13n Total 

: 1.: 2.: 
Circumstance-------:-_·-----:--·-----: 

1. 0: 3: 3 
Non-Moving 0.0 : 100.0 : 2.2 
Non-Controlled 0.0: 2.8 : 

-:--------~--------: 2. · 2 · 4 · 5 · · · Non-Moving · 33.3 · 66.7' : 4.4 · · Easily Contra 11 ed: 6.5 · 3.8 : · -:--------:--------: 
Non-Moving 3. · 1 · 0 : 1 · · Difficult to · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.7 · · , 
C"ntrol 3.2 · 0.0 · · · -t--------:-·------: 

4. : 19 , 37 56 · Attack.ing' · . 33.9 : 66.1 .10.9 · : 61.3 · 34.9 · -:--------:---.----: 
S. a · 60 · 68 · · FI eei ng · 11.8 · 88.2 : ¢9.6 , · · 25.8 : 56.5 · · · -:--------:--.-.----: 
6. · 1 · 2 : 3 · · tn Custody · 33.3 · 66.7 : 2.2 · · 3.2 : 1.9 : 

-:--------:--------
Column 31 106 137 

iotal 22.6 -- . II ... 100.:> 

Chi square. !3.S5416 wi:h 5 ~e9re!S of fr!econ Si;nificance· 0.0157-
~uMber of miss~ng observa:ions • .! 
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TABLE 144. SUBJECT'S PHYSICAL STATUS REG~RDING OFFICER AT MOMENT OF 
DECISION TO USE OR NOT TO USE DEADLY FORCE--CLASSIFIED BY 
BY RACE OF OPPONENT (continued) 

All Four Cities 

Count : 
Row % :Cauca- Black 
Col % :s;an 

Hispanic Row 

· · 1. : 2. : I 3.: 
Circumstance-----~-:--------:--------:--------: 

1. 0: 10: 1 
Nan-Movi ng 
Non-Controlled 

0.0 : 90.9 : 9.1 
0.0 : 3.2 : 2.1 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2. 2 9 : 

81.8 : 
2.8 : 

a 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

Non-Moving : 18.2 : 
Easily Controlled: 3.1 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
Non-Moving 3. · 3 6 · 1 · · Di ffi cult to · 30.0 · 60.0 · 10.0 · · · Cant ro 1 4.7 · 1.9 · 2.1 · · -:-------- :--------:--------: 

4. 30 150 18 
Attacking · 15.2 · 75.8 · 9.1 · · · · 46.9 : 47.3 · 38.3 · · · . . .. -.--------,--------.--------. 

5. 27 140 · 27 · Fleeing · 13.9 · 72.2 · 13.9 · · · · · · 42.2 · 44.2 : 57.4 · · · · -:--------:--------.--------
6. 2 · 2 · 0 · · In Custody 50.0 · 50.0 · 0.0 · · 3.1 · 0.6 · 0.0 · · · · -:-------- :--------:--------: 

Column 64 317 47 
Total 15.0 74.1 11.:1 

Total 

11 
2.6 

11 
2.6 

10 
2.3 

198 
46.3 

194 
45.3 

4 
0.9 

428 
100.0 

. 
Chi square = 11.78648 with 10 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.2996 
Nu~ber of missing observations = 37 
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\~eapons of opponents are sho\o{n by racial groupings in Table 145. In 

every city, blacks have a higher rate of carrying handguns than whites. The 

difference in Newark is particularly great, though the small number of whites 

for whom data are available makes the comparison far less than convincing. 

[INSERT TABLE 145 HERE] 

Weapon of opponent is combined with perceived threat by the officer in 

the tabulation of Table 146. There are significant chi-squares for Birmingham 

and for All Four Cities. While 31.3 percent of the white opponents in Birm

ingham had guns in threatening postures, 66.0 percent of the black opponents 

were similarly posed. Over all cities, 32.4 percent of whi.tes, 48.3 percent 

of blacks and 41.4 percent of Hispanics had guns. If one adds the numbers 

threatening officers with either guns or other deadly weapons, one gets, for 

the sum over a 11 ci ties:' 53.0 percent of the whites, 59.7 percent of the 

blacks, and 48.3 percent of the Hispanics. 

[INSERT TABLE 146 HER~J 

While the overall contingency array is not significant (the numbe:r of 

small expected frequencies makes the test suspect in any event), note the 

extraordinarily high rate of gun use in a threatening posture by Hi.spanic 

opponents in Miami (43.5 percent). 

Table 147 contains counts of Extent of Injury of opponent by opponent's 

race. There;s no significant differ'ence for extent of injury over race of 

opponent using separate city analyses or the grouping of all cities. 

[INSERT TABLE 147 HERE] 

Briefer summaries of the racial aspects of armed confrontations are 

presented in Tables 148 to 156. All entries in these tables are percentages 
. 

computed for a given race in a given ci~y. 

[INSERT TABLES 1~8 TO 156 HERE] 
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TABLE 145. OPPONENTS' wEAPONS BY RA:~ 

Count 
~o .... ~ :Cauc:a. 
Col ~ :sian 

Black Hispanic Row 
Total 

None 

Hand Gun 

Shot Gun 

Long Gun 

Knife 

2. : 3. : 
-------:-.------:--------!--------

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

2 
11.8 
25.0 

14 
82.4 
22.2 

1 
5.9 

LOO.O 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

J 
8.6 

37.5 

32 
91.4 
50.8 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

-:--------:--------:--------: o 3 
0.0 : 100.0 
0.0 4.8 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
1 

16.7 
12.5 

5 
83.3 
7.9 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

.:--------:--------:--------: 
2 

33.3 
25.0 

4 
66.7 
6.3 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

-:---~----:--------:--------: 0: 1 

Blunt Instrument: 
0.0 : 100.0 
0,0 1.6 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

Other 

7. 

Column 
Total 

-:-------~:.-------:.-------: o 4 
0.0 : 100.0 
0.0 6.3 

o 
0.0 
0.0 

-:--------:--------:.-------: 
8 

11.1 
63 

87.5 
1 

1.4 

17 
23,.6 

JS 
48.6 

3 
4.2 

o 
B.3 

6 
B.3 

1 
1.4 

4 
5.6 

72 
100.0 

Chi square .' 7.73281 with 12 Oegre!s of freedom Significance· 0.a056 
Number of missing observations. 4 

~lrmingham Count 
Row ~ :Cauca. Black 10101 
Col': :slan Total 

1.: 2.: 
-------:--------:--------: 

1. 

None 

2. 

Hand Gun 

3. 

Shot Gun 

4. 

Long Gun 

5. 

Kni fe 

6. 

Blunt Instru~~nt 

:,}ther 

i. 

Co I u:-:n 
i:::al 

7 
IB • .\ 
22.6 

31 
81.6 
29.2 

.:--------:--------: 
13 

22.0 
41.9 

46 
7B.0 
43.4 .:. _______ :~M ___ • __ : 

4 
2B.6 
12.9 

10 
71.4 
9.4 

-:--------:--------! 
1 

50.0 
3.2 

2 
16.7 
6.5 

1 
50.0 
0.9 

10 
83.3 
9 • .1 

-:--------:--------: o 1 
0.0 : 100.0 
0.0 0.9 

-!--.-----:--------: 
4 

36.': 
12.9 

i 
53.6 
?o 

-:--------:--------: 
31 

22.5 
~~5 

7i,:' 

38 
27.7 

59 
43.1 

14 
10.2 

2 
1.5 

12 
a.8 

1 
0.; 

11 
a.:J 

.-. .:, ... ,.. '" . ., .... .., 
;hl square • 2.~5:8j ",tn ? ~e~~!~5 
~u~ber of ~issin9 oeservdtfons • ! 
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TABLE 14S. OPPONENTS' W~APONS BY RACE (,ontinued) 

None 

Hand Gun 

Shot Gun 

~ong Gun 

Knife 

Count : 
Row ~ :Cauca- BlaGk 
Col':. :sian 

Hispanic Row 

· · l. : 2.: 
Total 

3. : _______ : •• ____ ._: ________ :. _____ M_: 
S4 

S3.5 
1. 8: J2: 14 1 

: 14.8 : 59.3 : '"25.9 : 
: :2.1 : 59.3 : 50.0 : _: ________ t ________ :· _______ t 

2. 5: 16: 11: 32 
: 1S.6 : 50.0 : 34.4 : 31.i 
: 26.3 : 29.6 : 39.3 : 

3. 

4. 

-:------_.:-._-----:--------: 
1: 1: 1: 3 

33.3 : 33.3 : 33.3 : 3.0 
S.3 : 1.9 : 3.6 : 

-:--------:-_._----:-.------: 
0: 1: 

0.0 : 100.0 : 
0.0 : 1.9 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:------.-:--------:--------: 

1 
1.0 

5.: 1: 1: a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

2 
2.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 : 

5.3 : 1.9 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

6. 0: 0: 1: 1 
: 0.0 : 0.0 : 100.0 : 1.0 

Blunt Instrument: 0.0 : 0.0 : 3.6 : 
-:--------:--------:.-----_.: 

7.: 4: 3 ~ 1: 8 
: 50.0 : 37.S : 12.5 : 7.9 

Other : 21.1 : 5.6 : 3.6 : 

Column 
Total 

.:--------:--------:.-~-----: 19 
18.8 

54 
53.5 

28 
27.7 

101 
100.0 

Chi square. 12.470118 with 12 Oegrees of freedom Significance· 0.~085 
Number of missing Observations • 3 

None 

Hand Gun 

Shot Gun 

l.on9 G~n 

Xnife 

Count : 
Row ~ :Cauca- Slack· Hispanic Row 
Col : :sian Total 

1. : 2. : 3.: 
-------:--------:--------:--.-----: 

1. 2: 18: 7: 27 
: 7.4 : 66.7 : 25.9 : 23.1 
: 33.3 : 18.9 : 43.S : 

-:-------~:--------:--~-----: 2. 0: 46: 4: 50 
0.0 : 92.0 : 8.0 : '2.7 
0.0 : 48.4 : 25.0 : 

-:-------.:--------:--------: 
3.: 2: 6: 1: 9 

4. 

: 22.2 : 5c.7 : 11.1 : i.7 
33.3 : 6.3 : 6.3 : 

0: 3: a 3 
0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : 2.0 
0.0 : 3.2 : 0.0 : 

-:.-------:-----.--:-.------: 
5. 0: l.i: 3: 17 

0.0 : 82.~ : 17.6 : 14.5 
0.0 : 1~,7 : 18.8 : 

-:--------:-----.--:----~---: 6. 1: 7: 0: a 
12.5 : 87.S : 0.0 : E.S 

Blunt Instrur.1ent: i6.7 : 7.4 : 0.0 : 
.:_~ ______ :-----w.-:_-------: 

7. · 1 · 1 : 1 : 3 · · · ,- - · :!3.3 . -1 • . 2.5 · ",J.J · . .: ... J . 
Other loS. i : 1.1 6.3 : 

Col ur.1I'I ·:--------:·-·---~7:---~----: :s 15 5 \. -•• 1 

iotal c; • -.. 81.2 13.7 ~CC.:l 

Chl SQuare s 23.:9S~6 ~;~h 12 ~ecf~es of ~r!!~o~ Sl~nificance ~ O.C2:0 
Nu"~er of ~iss1n9 o~serva:jons· - 27 
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TABLE 145. OPPONENTS' WEAPONS BY RACE (continued) 

All Four Cities 

Weapon 

Count : 
Row % :Cauca- Black 
Col % :s;a,l 

1. : 2. : 

Hispanic Row 
Total 

3. : 
_______ ! ________ : ________ : _____ N __ 

1.: 19: 95: 22 ~ 136 
: 14.0 : 69.9 : 16.2 : 31.9 

None : 29.7 : 29.9 : 48.9 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 2. · 21 · 140 · 15 · 176 · · · · · 11.9 · 79.5 · 8.5 · 41.2 · · · · Hand Gun · 32.8 · 44.0 · 33.3 · • · · · -:--------:--------:-------- · · 3. · 7 · 20 · 2 · 29 • · · · · 24.1 • 69.0 · 6.9 · 6.8 · · · · Shot Gun · 10.9 · 6.3 • 4.4 · · • · · -:--------:--------:--------: 4. · 2 · 10 · 0 · 12 · · · · · 16.7 · 83.3 · 0.0 · 2.8 • · · · Long Gun 3.1 · 3.1 · 0.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 5.: 5: 29: 3: 37 
: 13.5 : 78.4 : 8.1 : 8.7 

Knife 7.8 : 9.1 : 6.7 : 
-:--------:--------~--------: 6. 1 · 9 · 1 · 11 · · · · 9.1 · 81.8 · 9.1 · 2.6 · · · · Blunt Instrument · 1.6 · 2.8 · 2.2 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 

7. • 9 · 15 · 2 · 26 · · · · · 34.6 • 57.7 • 7.7 · 6.1 · • · · Other · 14.1 · 4.7 · 4.4 • · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
'Column 64 318 45 427 

Total 15.0 74.5 10.5 100.0 

Chi square = 19.04501 with 12 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0874 
Number of missing observations = 38 
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TABLE 146. THREAT ~QSED 5Y OPPONENT BY R_CE OF OPPONENT 

Oakland Count · · Row ~ :Cauca- Slacle Hispanic Row 
Col " :sian Total • 

1.: 2. : 3. : 
l.I!!:lli. ........ -: ...... ___ .: _______ w:. _______ : 

1. · 6 · 19 : 0 · 25 · · · · 2A.O : 76.0 · 0.0 , 52.1 · , · Gun Use-Threat ;5.0 : 48.7 0.0 · · .:.-_.----:.--_ .... --:._-_ .... · · Other 2. · t : 5 ~ 0 · 6 , • · Deadl y Weapon- · 16.7 , 83.3 ; 0.0 : 12.5 · · Threat · 12.5 · 12.8 · 0.0 · · · · · -:._------:--------:._------: 
Other 3. a · 2 : 0 · 2 · · Deadly Weapon- 0.0 · 100.0 : 0.0 · 4.2 · · No Threat 0.0 : 5.1 0.0 · · -: .. ------:--------:--------: 

4. 1 : 10 : 1 · 12 · Flight 8.3 · 83.3 : 8.3 · 25.0 · · 12.5 · 25.5 · 100.0 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------· · 5. a · 3 : a : 3 · Other 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 6.3 · · · 0.0 · 7.7 · 0.0 · · · · -:--------: ... ----_.:--------: 
Column 8 39 1 48 
Total 16.7 81.3 2.1 100.0 

Chi square. 5.45077 with 8 Degrets of freedom Significance. 0.7085 
Number of'missing observations • 15 

Birmincham Count : « 

R~w % :Cauca- Black Row 
Col ~ :sian Total 

1. : 2. : 
-.. -----:--------:--------: 

1. ,5: 31 36 
51.1 : 13.9 : 86.1 : 

Gun Use-Threat : 31.3 : 66.0. : 

ather 2. 
Deadly Weapon
Threat 

Other J. 
Deadly Weapon
No ihreat 

4. 
Fllgilt 

s. 
Other 

Column 
70tal 

-:--------:--------: 
: 4: 3: 7 
: 57.1 : ~2.9 : 11.1 
: 25.0 : 6.4 : 

-:-.. ------:--------: 
0: 6 6 

0.0 : 100.0 : 9.5 
0.0 :' 12.8 : 

-:-------.:--------: 
1: 7: a 

12.5 : 87.5 : 12.7 
6.3 : '14.9 : 

-:._------:--------: , 6 · a : 6 , , 

· 100.0 · 0.0 : 9.S , · , 37.S : 0.0 · , · -:--.-----:--------: 
16 4; 63 

2S.4 74.6 100.0 

Chi square. 25.609S~ with ~ Jegr!es of freecon Slgnfficance· 0.0000 
~Iumber of missing o:serva~~ons • S4 
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· TAaL~ 146. THREAT POSED 3Y OpoONENT 2V ~ACE OF :poONE~T (contln~ea) 

Count : 
Row % :Cauca- Black 
Col % :sian 

Htsilanic ~ow 
ioo:.al 

1. 

GUll Use-Threat 

Other 2. 
Deadly IJeapon
Threat 

Other 3. 
Deadly IJeapon
No Threat 

1. : 2.: !. : 

O· 7' • a • 
0.0 ; 41.2 ; 58:3 ; 
0.0 : 19.4 : :3.5 : 

.:.~---.--:.-------:.-------. : 1: 2: 0: 
: 33.3 : 66.7 : 0.0 : 

12.5 : 5.6 : 0.0 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

0: 1: 1: 
0.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0 : 2.8 : 4.3 : 

.:--------:--------:.--~----: 

17 
2:.4. 

3 
~.5 

2 
3.0 

4.: 4: 21: 9: 34 
Fl i ght : 11.8 : 51.S : 25.5 : 50.7 

: 50.0 : Sa.3 : 39.1 : 
.:--------:--------:--------: 

5.: 3: 5: 3: 11 
Other : 27.3 : 45.S : 27.3 : 16.4 

: 37.5 : 13.9 : 13.0 : 

Column 
Total 

-:-------.:--------:--------: 
8 

11.9 
36 

53.7 
23 

34.3 
67 

100.0 

Chi square. 11.64640 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance· 0.1677 
Number of missing observations • 37 

Count : 
Row: :Cauca- Black 
Col % :sian 

Hi spanic Row 
Total 

1. 

Gun Use-Threat 

Other 2. 
Deadly I.'eapon
Threat 

1. : 2.: 3.: 

0: 15: 2: 
0.0 : 88.2 : 1~.a : 
0.0 : 55.6 : 40.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------: 

17 
50.0 

1: 7: 2: 10 
: 10.0 : 70.0 : 20.0 : 29.4 
: 50. a : 25.9 : 40. a : 

.:--------:.--.~.--:.---.---: 
4.: 1: 2: 1: " 

Fl i ;ht 

Other 
5. 

Column 
Total 

: 25.0 : 50.0 : 25.0 : 11.3 
: 50.0 : 7.~ : 20.0 : 

.: .. ------:------~.: .. --.--~: 
0: 3: 0: 3 

0.0 : 100.0 : 0.0 : S.3 
0.0 : 11.! 0.0: 

-:.-------:--------:~-------: 2 
5.9 

27 
79.4 

34 
100.0 

Chi square • S.8!t07 wi:h 6 Oe~rees of treeaom Sisnificanc2· O.!!09 
Number of missing o~servaticns • :O! 
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TABLE 146. THREAT POSED BY OPPONENT BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

All Four Cities 

Co.unt : 
Row % :Cauca- Black 
Col % :s;an 

Hispanic Row 
Total 

1. : 2. : 3. : 
Threat -------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 11: 72: 12: 95 
- : 11.6 : 75.8 : 12.6 : 44.8 

Gun Use-Threat : 32.4 : 48.3 : 41.4 : 
-:--------:--------:--------: 

Other 2. · 7 · 17 · 2 · 26 · • · • 
Deadly Weapon- 0 26.9 · 65.4 · 7.7 · 12.3 · · · · Threat · 20.6 · 11.4 0 6.9 · · • • · 

-:--------:--------:~---~---: Other 3. 0 · 9 · 1 · 10 · · · Deadly Weapon- 0.0 · 90.0 · 10.0 · 4.7 · • 0 

No Threat 0.0 · 6.0 · 3.4 · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 4. · 7 · 40 · 11 · 58 0 · · · Flight · 12.1 • 69.0 0 19.0 · 27.4 · · · • · 20.6 · 20*8 · 37.9 · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------: 
5. 0 9 · 11 · 3 ~ 23 • · · · Other • 39.1 · 47.8 · 13.0 · 10.B · · · · · 26.5 · 7.4 · 10.3 · · · · · . 

-:--------:--------:------~-: Column 34 149 29 2J.2 
Total 16.0 70.3 13.7 100v/J 

.. 

..... 
I ............ , • _ .. _ ..... 

Chi square = 17.68429 with 8 Degrees of freedom Significance ~ 0.023) 
Number of missing observations = 250 
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TABLE 147. EXTENT OF INJURY OF OPPONENT BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

Oakland 
r nj ury 

Count : 
Row % :None Slight Serious Fatal 
Col % 

1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 

Row 
Total 

Race -------:--------:--------:--------:--------: ---
Caucasian 

1.: ~: 
: 42.9 : 

13.6 

0: 1: 3: 7 
0.0 : 14.3 : 42.9 : 14.3 
0.0 : 12.5 : 23.1 

-:--------:---~----:--------:--------: 2. 18 6: 7: 10: 41 
: 43.9 : 14.6 : 17.1 : 24.4 : 83.7 

Black ~ 81.8 : 100.0 : 87.5 : 76.9 : 

Hispanic 

-:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 1: 0: 0: o : 

0.0 : 
0.0 : 

Column 
Total 

: 100.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
4.5 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:---~----:--------: 
22 

44.9 
6 

12.2 
8 

16.3 
13 

26.5 

1 
2.0 

49 
100.0 

Chi square = 3.09705 with 6 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.7966 
Number of missing observations = 3 

B; rmi ngham 

.Rac2 

. Caucasian 

Black 

}njury 
Count : 

Row % :None 
Col % 

Slight 

1. : 

Serious Fatal 

2. : 3. : 4. : 
-------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Row 
Total 

1. 11 6: 4: 4: 25 

2. 

Column 
Total 

: 44.0 : 24.0 : 16.0 ~ 16.0 : 21.6 
: 17.5 : 35.3 : 19.0 : 26.7 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 52: 11 
: 57.1 : 12.1 
: 82.5 : 64.7 

17 11 
: 18.7 : 12.1 
: 81. 0 : 73.3 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
63 

54.3 
17 

14.7 
21 

18.1 
15 

12.9 

. 
91 

78.4 

116 
100.0 

Chi square = 2.83269 with 3 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.4181 
Number of missing observations = 3 

:; 

I 
. i 

I 
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TABLE 147. EXTENT OF INJURY OF OPPONENT BY RACE OF OPPONENT (continued) 

Miami 
Injury· 

Count 
Row % :None 
Col % 

1. : 

Slight Serious Fatal 

3. : 4. : 

Row 
Toti'll 

Race -------:------__________ : ___ d ____ : ________ : 

Caucasian 
I." .~,.. 

Black 

Hispanic 

1. 11 3 2 '1 
5 •. 9 

12.5 

17 
21.0 

2. 

: 64.7 
: 21.6 

17.6 : 11.8 
25.0 : 20.0 

-:--------:--------:--------!-----~--: 
: 29 
: 70.7 
: 56.9 

4: 2 
: 9.8 : 4.9 
: 33.3 : 20.0 

6: 41 
: 1-4.6 : 50.6 
: 75 ... ;::' : 

-:-----.--:~-------:--------:--------:. 
3.: 11: 5: 6 1: 23 

Column 
Total 

: 47.8 : 21.7 : 26.1 
21.6 : 41.7 : 60.0 

4.3 : 28.4 
12.5 : 

-:--------:~-------:--------:.-------: . 51 
63.0 

12 
14.8 

10 
12.3 

8 
9.9 

81 
100.0 

Chi square = 10.08326 with 6 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.1212 
Number of missing observations = 2 

Newark 
Injury 

Count : 
Row % :None 
Col % 

Serious Fatal 

2. : 4. : 
Race -------:--------:----~---:--------: 

Cauca:iian 

Black 

HispanlC 

1.: 3 2 o 
0.0 
0.0 

: 60.0' : 40.0 
6.5 6.1 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 35: 25 . 10 

: 50.0 : 35.7 14.3 
76.1 : 75.8 : 100.0 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
3. : I • 8: 6 o 

0.0 
U.O 

Column 
Tota1 

: ' 5 7 • 1 :' 4 2 • 9 
17.4 18.2 

-:--------:--------:--------: 
46 

51.7 
33 

37.1 
10 

11.2 

Row 
Total 

5 
5.6 

70 
78.7 

14 
15.7 

89 
WO.O 

Chi square = 3.07304 with 4 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.5457 
Nunber of missing observations = 24 
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TABLE 147. EXTENT OF INJURY OF OPPONENT BY RACE OF OPPONENT (continued) 

All Four Cities 

Caucasian 

I nj u ry 
Count : 

Row % :None Slight Serious Fatal Row 
Col % Total 

1.: 2.: 3.: 4.: 
-------:--------:--------:-----q--:~-------: 

1.: 20: 9: 9 ~ 8: 54 
: 51.9 : 10.7 : 16.7 : 14.8 : lS.1 
: 15.4 : 25.7 : 12.5 : 17.4 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:._------: 
2. : 134: 21: 51: 37: 243 

: 55.1 : 8.6 : 21.0 : 15.2 : 72.5 
Slack : 73.6 : 60.0 : 7Q.8 : 80.4 : 

-:--------:---~----:--~---~-:--------: 
3.: 20: 5: 12: 1: 38 

Hispanic 

Column 
Total 

Chi square = 

: 52.6 : 13.2 : 31.6 : 
: 11.0 : 14.3 : 16.7 : 

2.6 : 11.3 
2.2 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:----p---
182 

54.3 
35 

10.4 
72 

21.5 
46 

13.7 
335 

100.0 

9.39931 with 6 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.1523 
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TABLE 148. ZONE CLASSIFICATION AT INCIDENT SCENE BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 

Commerc; al 

Industrial 

Apartment 

Single 
Family Home 

Other 

; 
t 

CAUCASIAN 

s NS 

a 28.6 100.0 
B 56.0 42.9 
M 58 .. 8 50.0 
N" 
i 

100.0 50.0 

J 14.3 0 
B 8.0 a 
M 0 a 
N 0 0 

0 14.3 0 
B 4.0 28.6 
M 23.5 0 
N a 50.0 

0 42.9 0 
B 28.0 28.6 
M 11.8 50.0 
N a 0 

0 a 0 
B . 4.0 0 
M 5.9 a 
L.O 0 

BLACK HISPANIC 

S NS s NS 

26.8 39.1 0 0 
54.3 80.0 0 0 
32.5 8.3 69.6 50.0 
37~5 28.6 33.3 100. a 

7.3 0 0 0 
5 .. 4 0 0 a 
a 0 4.3 0 
0 4.8 0 0 

34 • .1 30.4 100.0 a 
18.5 6.7 0 a 
52.5 15.0 17.4 16.7 
45.8 61.9 66.7 a 

~'9. 3 30.4 0 a 
10.9 6.7 0 0 
J.5.0 16.7 8.7 16.7 
4.2 4.8 0 0 

2.4 0 0 0 
10.9 6.7 0 0 
0 Q 0 16.7 

12.5 0 0 0 
I . 

OTHER 

S NS 

0 0 
0 0 
a a 
a 0 

0 0 
a a 
a a 
0 0 

100.0 0 
a 0 
0 a 
0 0 

I 
a 0 

I 
I 

0 0 
a a 
a a 

0 0 
0 0 
a a 
a 0 
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TABLE 149. INSIDE: WHAT TYPE OF PLACE BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 

Apcrtment 

House 

Retai1 
Store 

Bank 

Restaurant/ 
Bar 

Factory
Warehouse 

Other' 

; 
t 
Y 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
S 
M 
N 

a 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
S 
M 
N 

-
0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

Cf...UCASIAN 

S NS 

0 0 
0 0 
0 100.0 
0 50.0 

. 75.0 0 
20.0 0 
0 0 
a 0 

-
0 100.0 

20.0 0 
0 0 
a 50.0 

25.0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
a 0 

0 0 
20.0 0 
0 0 

50.0 0 

0 0 
20.0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
20.0 0 

100.0 0 
5.6 0 

I 

BLACK, HISPANIC 

$ NS S NS 

30 42.9 0 0 
15.4 50.0 0 0 

100.0 0 0 0 
35.7 72.7 100.0 0 

50.0 42.9 0 0 
23.1 50.0 a a 
0 0 a a 
7.1 a 0 a 

I 

20.0 a 0 0 
30.8 a 0 0 
0 0 100.0 e 

14.3 a 0 100.0 

0 0 0 0 
0 a 0 0 
0 a a 0 
7.1 0 0 0 

-
0 0 a 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 a 0 

,21.4 9.1 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 a 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
7.7 0 a 0 
0 0 

I 
0 0 

0 0 0 0 

I 
I 

I 0 14.3 
I 

0 0 
23.1 0 0 0 

0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
ILl 18.2 0 0 

I II I 

.... -" -- - -_. ~ ... -'" --

l-

I 
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TABLE 150. OUTSIDE: WHAT TYPE OF PLACE BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 
i 

Roadway 

Sidewalk 

Parking Lot ' 

Park 

Other 

t 
y 

0 
B 
M 
N" I 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 

.. 

N· 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

0 0 
25.0 14.3 
02.5 50.0 
66.7 30.0 

0 a 
10.0 28.6 
0 0 
0 30.0 

33.3 0 
30;'0 42.9 
31.3 0 
33.3 30.0 

a 0 
0 14.3 
0 0 
0 0 

66.7 0 
35.0 a 
6.3 50.0 
0 10.0 

BLACK HISPANIC 

S NS S NS 

16.1 18.8 100.0 0 
55.7 69.2 0 0 
43.6 45.5 72.7 66.7 
44.2 100. a 72.7 0 

"29.0 43.8 0 0 
15.2 0 0 0 
17.9 18.2 9.1 16.7 
23.1 0 9.1 0 

29.0 6.3 0 0 
13.9 30.8 0 0 
2.6 0 0 0 
5.8 0 9.1 0 

3 •. 2 0 0 0 
1.3 a 0 0 
2.6 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

22.6 0 0 0 
13.9 31. 3 0 0 
33.3 36.4 18.2 16.7 
26.9 0 9.1 0 

, -

--------
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TABLE 151. HOUR OF THE DAY BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 
i , CAUCASIAN BLACK 
t 

Time Y S NS S NS 

0 0 a 7.3 0 
0 8 12.5 a 11.8 a 

M 11.8 a 7.3 0 
N 20.0 a 7.0 0 

I 

a 14.3 a 7.3 4.3 
1 B 8.3 28.6 6.5 0 

M 5.9 0 7.3 7.7 
N 0 0 8.5 0 

I} 0 0 7.3 0 
2 ' B 12.5 0 4.3 0 

M 29.4 0 7.3 a 
N 20.0 a 1.4 4.5 

-
0 a 0 4.9 4.3 

3 B 8.7 a 9.7 ~4. 3 
M 5.9 0 9.8 0 
N 20.0 a 4.2 a 

a a 0 2.4 8.7 
4 B 0 0 4.3 7.1 

. • M 11.8 a 2.4 0 
N a 33.3 1.4 a 

10 0 a 2.4 a 
5 18 4.2 a 1.1 a 

M a a 9.8 0 
N 0 a 2.8 0 
I \ I I 

01 0 a a 0 
6 '8 4.2 a 2.2 a 

M a a a a 
N a 0 a a 

I .-
0 a a I 0 a 

7 8 0 a a 7.1 

~I 
a 0 a a 
0 0 a 0 

I , II I 
L 

HISPANIC 

S NS 

0 a 
a 0 
0 a 
a a 

I 

0 a 
a a 
9.1 16.7 
6.7 0 

0 0 
0 0 
4.5 a 
6.7 a 

a a 
a a 

13.6 16.7 
6.7 a 

Q I a 
a a 
4.5 a 
a a 

I 

0 a . 
0 a 
4.5 a 
0 a 

II I 
II a a I a a 

. 
i 

" 

I 0 a 

I 6.7 a I 
I 

! , 

a a 
a a 
0 a 

I a a 

" I I 
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TABLE 151. HOUR OF THE DAY BY RACE OF OPPONENT (continued) 

C 
; 

Time 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

t 
Y 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

~I 
M .. 
N~ 

o 
B 

·M 
N 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o . 28.6 
B 0 
M 0 
N 0 

a 
a 
o 
o 

a 
a 
a 
o 

o 
a 
o 
o 

000 
B 4.2 0 
M 11.8 0 
N a 0 

a 0 100.0 
B 8.3 a 
M a 100.0 
N 0 0 

000 
BOO 
M 5.9 a 
N 20.0 a 

BLACK 

S NS 

o 
1.1 
2.4 
1.4 

o 
1.1 
4.9 
o 

8.7 
o 
o 
o 

a 
a 
a 
3.7 

a .. 0 
o '7.1 
4.9 7.7 
o 4.5 

4.9 
2.2 
4.9 
5.6 

2.4 
2.2 
o 
4.2 

2.4 
2.2 
o 
5.6 

o 
a 
7.7 
a 

a 
a 
a 
9.1 

o 
a . 
7.7 

13.6 

HISPANIC 

S NS 

a 
o 
o 
o 

o 
a 
4.·5 
o 

o 
o 
a 
a 

a 
o 
o 
o 

'0 
a 

16.7 
o 

100.0 0 
o 0 
a 0 
o 0 

a a 
a a 
4.5 16.7 

13.3 0 

a 0 
o a 
4.5 a 
a a 

l~------~--~H-----+-----~----~--;--
I I 

10 
B 
H 
N 

a . a I 
4.2 a 
5.9 a 
a a 

2.4 
2.2 
4.9 
4.2 

17.4 
21. 4 
7.7 
9.1 

o 
a 
o. 
a 

o 
a 
o 

50 .0 

a a a 4.9 S.7 0 0 
BOO 1.1. a 0 a 

•• ....c..:.fi·i.:.r~ ........... U I ._.,_.,._u 

MOO 2041 0 a 0 
I_~~t ___ 0 __ ~ __ 0 __ -w ___ 4_.2.~ .. ~. ___ 9._1~1~_0 __ J---O--1 
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TA8LS 151. HOUR OF THE DAY BY RACE OF OPPONENT (continUed) 

C 
; 
t 

CAUCASIAN BLACK HISPANIC 

Time Y S NS S NS S NS 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
16 B 4.2 0 3.2 7.1 0 0 

M 5.9 0 0 0 4.5 0 
N 0 0 1.4 18.2 6.7 0 

0 0 a 2.4 a a a 
17 B a 0 3.2 0 a 0 

M 0 0 2.4 15.4 1.3 0 
N 0 33.3 7.0 0 0 0 

I 
.. 0 0 

I 
a 4.9 0 0 0 

18 B 8.3 14.3 4.3 0 0 0 
M 0 I a 0 7.7 4.5 0 
N a a 4.2 0 n.3 0 

0 14.3 0 12.2 8.7 0 0 
19 B 0 14.3 5.4 0 0 0 

M 0 0 2.4 0 4.5 16.7 
N 0 ' 33.3 2.8 0 I 6.7 0 

I 
0 14.3 0 17.1 17.4 0 0 

20 B 4.2 a 5.4 0 a a 
. • M 0 0 7.3 7.7 4.5 0 

N 0 0 5.6 4.5 6.7 0 

0 14.3 0 4.9 8.7 0 0 
21 B 8.3 0 8.6 21.4 a a 

M a a 4.9 15.4 4~~ 16.7 
N 20.0 a 9.9 13.6 Q 0 

0 0 0 4.9 0 0 0 
22 B 4.2 a 11.8 0 0 0 

M 5.9 a 9.8 7.7 4.5 0 

NI 
0 0 

11 
9.9 4.5 6.7 a 

I 
I 

I I 
a 14.3 0 4.9 13.0 I a 0 

23 B 4.2 42.9 6.5 7.1 0 a 
M 0 0 2.4 7.7 13.6 a 
N a 0 8.5 I 4.5 20.0 I 0 

I I 

- _.. .. -... ---, .. ~~ ..... 

. 

I 
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TABLE 152. DAY OF THE WEEK BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

F r; day 

Saturday 

Sunday 

i 
t 
y 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
'M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
IB 
M 
N 

u 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

I 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

28.6 a 
12.0 14,,3 
23 .. 5 50.0 
0 0 

0 100.0 
8.0 0 

17.S 0 
a a 

a a 
8 .. 0 28.S 

17.S 0 
0 a 

42.9 0 
28.0 14.3 
11.8 0 

100.0 a 

a a 
12.0 28.6 
11.8 50.0 
a a 

a 0 
8.0 0 
5.9 0 
a 0 . 

28.6 . a 
24.0 14.3 
11.8 0 
a 0 

BLACK 

S NS 

9.8 8.7 
8.6 20.0 

12.2 a 
24.1 8.3 . 

9.8 17.4 
16.1 33.3 
22.0 42..9 
17.2 lS.7 

17.1 13.0 
14 .. 0 13.3 
12.2 0 
10.3 50.0 

12.2 a 
12.9 a 
14.S 14.3 
10.3 8.3 

14.S 34.8 
16.1 

I 
6.7 

12.2 0 
20.7 8.3 

I 

29.3 17.4 
18.3 26.7 
9.8 0 

17.2 0 

I 

7.3 8.7 
14.0 0 
17.1 42.9 
a 8.3 

. 

HISPANIC 

S N S -, 
a a 
a a 

9.1 0 
20.0 0 

0 a 
0 a 
0 33.3 
0 ' a 

0 '0 
a a 

22.7 0 
20.0 a 

a a 
a 0 

22.7 a 
20.0 a 

0 a 
0 0 

18.2 0 
a a 

a 0 
0 0 

13.6 33.3 
20.0 0 

100.0 a 
0 a 

13.6 3~.3 
20.0 a 
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TABLE 153. MO~TH OF YEAR BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 
1 

January 

February 

March 

Apr1' 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

Oc!cbel' 

NO\ler.l~er 

Qecember 

t 
Y 

I : 

~I 
HI 

I I 

I~I 
tI 

-'I 
0 
B 
H 
N 

0 
S 
M 
Ii 

a 
B 
H 
N 

0 
B 
M 
N 

I I 
1°1 
I~ 
IN 
I i 

I~I HI 
I HI 
I I 

I~ 
,1'1 
IN 
I 

\01 

. 
CAUCAS:AN 

S 'lS 

14.3 
0 

11.8 
0 

0 
12.0 
0 

20.0 

0 
12.0 
0 
0 

28.6 
16.0 
5.9 

20.0 

14.3 
8.0 

n.s 
0 

28.6 
8.0 
a 

20.0 

0 
0 
5.9 
a 

14.3 
8.0 

23.5 
a 

0 
16.0 
5.9 
0 

o 
4.0 
5.9 
o 

o 
o 

11.S 
2~ .0 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

I 

\ 
I 

0 
0 
0 

33.3 I , 
0 
0 
0 

33.3 II 
100.Q 

14.3 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

33.3 

a 
14.3 
50.0 
0 

0 
0 
a 
a 

° 0 
0 
0 

II 
0 

I a 
0 
0 I 

I 
II 

0 i 0 I a 
0 

II 

o II 
2B.6 I 
Q 1 
o II 

iI o II 
29.6 :1 

\) t. 
Oil 

I 

:3: 
iMI 
I Ii; 
; I 

i : II 
;OJ 0 0 11 
'oi 15.0 1!.3 ~! 
;", 17.6. 50.0:: 

BLAC': 

5 ':5 
I 

17.1 I 9.7 
2 • .1 I 8.2 I 
4.9 
5.4 

12.2 
9.6 

I 9.8 
7.5 
2.4 

I 6.8 

9.8 
7.5 
9.8 
5.5 

19.5 
11.a 
7.3 
6.8 

7.3 
11.8 
2.4 

lS.7 

4.9 l 
4.3 I 4.9 I 

a.z I 
- I 

2 • .1 I 10.S 
19.5 
9.5 i 

~.g 
1.5 
~.S 

13.7 

o 
1.5 
o 
2.7 

4.9 .. . 
1.:1 

14.5 
S.2 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

9.8 ! 
B.o : 

1.1,5 : 
~ .. 
..... 0 l 

~.3 I' 
13.3 
i.7 

12.5 

I 
4.3 

13.3 
0 

29.2 I 
I 

S.7 
~.O 
7.7 

12.5 

I 
8.7 
~.7 

30.8 
!6.7 

21.7 
0 
7.7 
0 

I 4.3 
0 I 7.7 
e.3 II 

I 
0 
5.7 
:1 
a I 

I 
l7.4 

:1 
0 
~ 

3.7 II 
5.7 I .. 
J 

1Z.5 I 

1: Ii 
Q 1\ 

.... ? .. 
• :.0 'I 2:.0 I 
~. 7 >i 
:} d 

: I 

Hl$?AlilC 

S 115 

0 
0 

18.t 
0 I 
0 
0 
0 
6.7 

0 
0 
4.5 
6.1 

100.0 
a 

36.4 
13 • .3 

a 
0 
4.5 

26.7 

I 
0 
0 

13.6 
0 

I 

ts I 
20.0 I 
0 
0 
9.1 
a 

0 
0 
4.5 
5.7 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

20.il 

o 
a 
v 
a 

I 

0 
0 
Q 
0 

0 
0 

16.7 
0 

0 
0 

16.7 
0 

0 
0 
0 

50.0 

0 
0 
0 
3.4 

0 
a 

33.3 
0 

-
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
a 

16.7 
0 

o· 
0 
0 
0 

o 
o 

15.7 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

I~' 2C.0; Q , " 
I ____________ ~--~--~--~----------

I 
I 
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TABLE 154. ECONOMIC LEVEL. OF NEIGHBORHOOD BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

C 

Income 
Level 

High 

Average 

Low 

i 
t 

I 
y 

10 
B 
M 
N-

UI 
B 
M 
N 

a 
B 
M 
N 

CAUCASIAN 

$ N S 

42.9 100.0 
a a 

13.8 50.0 
o 50.0 

07.1 a 
75.0 57.1 
68.8 50.0 

100.0 50.0 

a 0 
25.0 42.9 
12.5 0 
0 0 

BLACK 

S NS 

17.1 4.3 
7.1 a 
2.4 8.3 
a 10.5 

48.8 39.1 
45.9 33.3 
41. 5 8.3 
41. 2 21.1 

34.1 5S.5 
47.1 66.7 
56.1 83.3 
58.8 68.4 

HISPANIC 

S N s 
0 a 
a a 
a a 

33.3 a 

a 0 
0 a 

91.3 66.7 
0 100.0 

-
a '0 
0 0 
8.7 33.3 

66.7 0 
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TABLE 155. AGE OF OPPONENT BY RACE OF OPPONENT 

1-10 years 

. 11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

26-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61 and 
over I 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

0 0 

0 0 

31. 9 15.4 

27.7 7.7 

17.0 38.5 

17.0 15.4 

4.3 23.1 

2.1 a 
-

a a 

BLACK 

S NS 

a 1.4 

4.3 2.8 

21. 6 18.1 

36.5 34.7 

17.3 15.3 

12.5 ~1,5. 3 

4.8 
I t:.9 

2.4 1.4 

0.5 I 4.2 

HISPANIC 

S NS 

a a 

I 
5.7 

,I 
0 

I 
17.1 50.0 

42.9 25.0 

8.6 a 

20.0 12.5 

I 5.7 
-

12.5 

a a 

I a a 
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TABLE 156. WORK STATUS BY RAGE OF OPPONENT 

CAUCAsrAN BLACK HISPANIC 

S NS S NS S NS 

Profess; ana 1 0 0 0 0 5.0 0 

White Collar 6.3 0 0 0 0 0 

Blue Collar 50.0 60.0 36.4 20.8 25.0 50.0 

Other 37.5 0 41. 8 37.5 45.0 50.0 

Unemployed 6.3 40.0 21. 8 41.7 25.0 '0 
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The fi na 1 set of tables dea 1 i ng wi th the rac i a 1 aspects of deadl y force 

encounters takes into consideration the race of officers. Table 157 shows 

the role of opponent in the (shooting) incident in terms of race of officers, 

singly and in groups. It seems that officers in groups are mor'e likely to 

encounter persons in viol ent crimes, with a sl ightly higher 1 ikel ihood if 

at least one of the officers is black. 

[INSERT TABLE 157 HERE] 

Table 158 shows racial distribution of officers in terms of status of 

opponent for shooting incidents. Black officers, singly and in groups, 

encountered "attacking" oppon~T1ts at substantially higher rates than white 

.officers. And the black officers shot at fleeing opponents less than white 

officers. 

[INSERT TABLE 158 HERE] 

Table 159 presents the rar.ial distribution of officers in terms of weapon 

of opponent. While there were only three instances of shootings with more 

than one black officer, it is perhaps noteworthy that in all three cases the 

opponent had a handgun. For officers acting singly, 43.2 percent of the 
. . 
opponents of white officers had no weapons, 33.3 percent of the opponents of 

black officers had none. 

[INSERT TABLE 159 HERE] 

The extent of injury of opponent in terms of race of officers is shown 

in Table 160. There does seem to be a tendency for black officers and for 

multiply acting officers to produce serious or fatal injury; the latter (as 

well, perhaps, as the former) may result from more dangerous incidents. 

[INSERT TABLE 160 HERE] 

Table 161 shows the interaction effects of race of officer and race of 

opponent. The three shootings of multiple black offiCers were ~gainst black 

--------_...... -----------------------



,M! 

TABLE 157. RAC!AL DISiRtBUTION OF OFrTCERS !N SHOOTING INCIDENT 
REL~TED TO ROL~ OF OPPONENT IN !~CIDENT 

Count . 
Row: :Sfngle 
Col: :IJhfte 

Single 
Slack 

Multiple White- Multiple Row 
Whi te 81 ack 51 ack Tota 1 . . 1. : 2.: 3.: 4. : 5.: 

QpDonent's Role-------:--------:--------:--------:-----!--:--------: 
-....;~;;.;.;.;;...;....~.;:, 2.: 2: 0: 0 0 0 

Bystander 
: 100.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 0.0. 0.0 : 

1.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.6 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
3.: 10: 3: 4: 0: 1: 

0.0 : 5.6 : 
0.0 : 33.3 : 
0.0 : 0.3 : 

Suspicious 
Person 

: 55.6 : 16.7 : 22.2 : 
5.0 : 5.7 : 6.7 : 
3.1 : 0.9 : 1.2 : _: ________ :. _______ : _______ ~:-_6-----:. __ -----: 

4.: 3: 1: 1: a a : 
Mentally 
Disturbed 
Person 

Person Under 
Inf1 uence
Alcohol 

5. 

6. 

Person Under 
Infl uence-Orugs 

7. 

Traffic Violator 

: 60.0 : 20.0 : 20.0 : 
1.5 : 1.9 : 1.7 : 
0.9 : 0.3 : 0.3 : 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

: 
· · · · 

0.0 : 
0.0 · · 0.0 : 

:-~-.----:--------:--------:--------:--------: : 4: 3: 
: 57 .1 : 42. 9 : 

2.0 : 5.7 : 
1.2 : 0.9 : 

o : .. 0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 
0.0 : 0.0 : 

.Q : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:.-------:--------:---~----:--------: 3 : 0 · 0 · a · 0 · · · · · . 100.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 : . · , 
1.5 · 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 : 0.0 · · · · 0.9 : 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 : · · 

-:--------:--------:------~~:.~-~----:--------: 8 2 1 : 0 : 0 : 
72.7 · 18.2 : 9.1 : 0.0 · 0.0 : · · 4.0 : 3.8 : 1.7 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 
2.5 : 0.6 : 0.3 : 0.0 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

2 
0.6 

18 
5.6 

5 
1.5 

7 
2.2 

3 
0.9 

11 
3.4 

8.: 84 . : 29: 33 .;: 2 152 
: 55.3 ; l~.l : 21.7 : 2.6 : 1.3 : 47.1 

Person Commit:ing: 42.0 : 5~.7· : 55.0 : 57.1 : Q6.7 : 
Viol"ent Crime : 26.0 : 9.0 : 10.2 : 1.2 : 0.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--~-----:--------: 9. 69 9 14 1: o 93 
: 74.2 : 9.7 : 15.1 : 1.1 : 

Person Committing: 34.5 : 17.0 : 23.3 : 14.3 : 
0.0 : 28.8 
0.0 : 

-Property Crime : 21.4 : 2.a 4.3: 0.3 : 0.0 : 
-:-------- --------:--------:-------- -~------: 

10. 

Other 

: 17: 5: 'S: 2: 
: 56.7 : 15.7 : 20.0 : 6.7 : 

8.5 : 9.~ : 10.0 : 28.6 : 
5.3 : 1.5 1.9: 0.5 : 

a 
0,0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:-----~--:.-------:--------:--------:~-------: 11. 
Person : 
Under Influence- : 
Alcohol and Orugs: 

0: 1: 1: 
0.0 : 50.0 : 50.0 : 
0.0 : 1.9 : 1.7 : 
O.~ : 0.3 : 0.3 : 

o ~ 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 
To~al 

200 
61.9 

53 
15.4 

60 
IS.6 

7 
Z.Z 

:I 
0.9 

30 
9.3 , 

2 
0.6 

323 
l~O.O 

Chi square ~ 30.!S595 with 35 Oegrees of ~reedom Significance. O.729~ 
Number of missing ooservations • :4 

--------,------------
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TABLE 158. RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS IN SHOOTING INCIDENT 
RELATED TO PHYSICAL STATUS REGARDING OFFICER AT MOMENT 
OF USE OF FORCE 

Count : 
Row % :Single Single Multiple ~hite- Multiple Row 
Col % :White Black White Black Black Total 

· · 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
Physical Status-------:--------:--------:------~-:--------:--------: 
..;....;..;.:~~~.;.,;;.;..;;....:;..;;. 

1.. · 4 · a · 1 · a · a · 5 · · · · · · · 80.0 · 0.0 · 20.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 1.6 · · · · · · Non-Moving 2.0 · 0.0 · 1.7 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 · · · · Non-Controlled 1.3 · 0.0 · 0.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:---~----:--------: 

2.: 3: a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

o : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

a : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

.3 
0.9 : 100.0 : 

Non-Moving : 1.5 : 
Easily Contfolled: 0.9 : 

3. 
Non-r~ovi ng 
Difficult to 
Cont ro 1 

4. 

Attacking 

5. 

Fl ee'i ng 

6. 

In Custody 

Column 
Total 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------
· 1 · 2 · a 0 a 3 · · · · 33.3 · 66.7 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.9 · · · · · · 0.5 · 4.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 0.3 · 0.6 · 0.0 · 000 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
: 83: 32: 25: 3 2: 145 
: 57.2 : 22.1 : 17.2 : 2.1 : 1.4 : 45.7 
: 42.1 : 64~0 : 41.7 : 42.9 : 66.7 : 
:' 26.2 : 10. 1 7. 9 : 0.9 : 0.6 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: . 
105 

66.0 
53.3 
33.1 

15 
9.4 

30.0 
4.7 

34 
21.4 
56.7 
10.7 

4 
2.5' 

57.1 
1.3 

1 : 159 
0.6 : 50.2 

33.3 : 
0.3 . : 

-:--------:---~----:--------:--------:--------: 
0 1 · 1 · a a a · 0 0 

0 50.0 0 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 0.5 · 2.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0 • .0 · · · · · · 0.3 · 0.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
197 

62.1 
50 

15.8 
60 

18.9 
7 

2.2 
3 

0.9 

2 
0.6 

317 
100.0 

Chi square = 20.90298 with 20 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.4029 
Nu~ber of missing observations = 50 

,--_._---------
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T~BLE 159. RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS IN INCIDENT RELATED 
TO TYPE OF WEAPON USED BY OPPONENT 

Weapon 

None 

Hand Gun 

Shot Gun 

Long Gun 

Kni fe 

81 unt 

Count : 
Row % :Single Single Multiple White- Multiple Row 
Col % :White Black White Black Black Total 

1- . . . 3. : 4. : 5 .. : 
-------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1.: 83: 17: 15: 2 o : 117 
0.0 : 37.5 
0.0 : 

: 70.9 : 14.5 : 12.8 : 1.7 : 
; 43.2 : 33.3 : 25.4 : 28.6 : 
: 26.6 : 5.4 : 4.8 : 0.6 : 0.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
2.: 59: 19: 27: 2: 3: 110 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

: 53~6 : 17.3 : 24.5 : 1.8 : 2.7 : 35.3 
: 30~7 : 37 ... 3 : 45.8 : 28.6 :" 100.0 : 
: 18.9 : 6.1 : 8.7 : 0.6 : 1.0 : 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------
8 

53.3 : 
4.2 : 
2.6 : 

1 510 
6.7 : 33.3 : 6.7 : 0.0 
2.0 : 8.5 : 14.3 : 0.0 
0.3 : 1.6 : 0.3 : 0.0 

-:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 3 · 1 · 1 · 1 · 0 · · · · · · · · 50.0 · 16.7 : 16.7 · 16.7 · 0.0 · · · · · · 1.6 · 2.0 · 1.7 · 14.3 · 0.0 · · · · · · 1.0 · 0.3 · 0.3 · 0.3 · 0.0 · · · · · · 
-:-~------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

21 5 5 1 0 
· 65.6 · 15.6 · 15.6 · 3.1 · 0.0 · · · · · · · · 10.9 · 9.8 · 8.5 · 14.3 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 6.7 · 1.6 · 1.6 · 0.3 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
0 3. · 5 , 0 · 0 · 0 : · , · , · · 37.5 , 62.5 , 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 1.6 · 9.8 · 0.0 : 0.0 · 0.0 · , · · · 

15 
4.8 

6 
1.9 

32 
10.3 

8 
2.6 

Instrument 1.0 · 1.6 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
7. · 15 · 3 : 6 · 0 · a · 24 · · · · · · 62.5 , 12.5 · 25.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 7.7 · · · · · · : 7.8 , 5.9 · 10.2 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · Other · ' 4'.8 · 1.0 : 1.9 · 0.0 : 0.0 · · · · , 

· . -.-------- :--------:--------:--------:--------: 
Column 192 51 S9 7 3 312 
Total 61. 5 16.3 18.9 ,2.2 1.0 100.0 

Chi square = 37.15945 with 24 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0422 
Nu~ber of missing observations - 55 

) .. 
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TABLE 160. RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS IN INCIDENT RELATSD 
TO EXTENT OF INJURY TO OPPONENT 

Count : 
Row % :Single Single Multiple White- Multiple Row 
Col % :White Black White Slack Black Total 

Extent of : 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
Opponent Injury-------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

1. : 118: 29: 21: 3: 2: 173 

None 

Slight 

Seri ous 

Fatal 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Column 
Total 

: 68.2 : 16.8 : 12.1 : 1.7 : 1.2: 54.7 
: 60.5 : 55.8 : 35.6 : 42.9 : 66.7 : 
: 37.3 : 9.2 : 6.6 : 0.9 : 0.6 : 

~:--------:--------~--~-----:--------:--------: · 19 · 3 · 11 · 0 · a · • • · · • · · 57.6 · 9.1 · 33.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 9.7 · 5.8 · 18.6 · 0.0 • 0.0 • · · · • · 6.0 · 0.9 · 3.5 · 0.0 · 0.0 · • · · · · 
-:------~-:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 34 · 11 · 17 · 4 · 1 · · · · · • • · 50.7 • 16.4 · 25.4 · 6.0 · 1.5 · · · · · • · · 17.4 · 21.2 · 28.8 · 57.1 · 33.3 · · · · · · · · 10.8 · 3.5 · 5.4 · 1.3 · 0.3 · · · · · · • 
-:-------~:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 24 · 9 · 10 · a · a · · · · · · · · 55.8 · 20.9 · 23.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · · 12.3 · 17.3 · 16.9 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · · 7.6 • 2.8 · 3.2 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 
-:--------:--------:--------:~-------:--------: 195 

61.7 
52 

16.5 
59 

18.7 
7 

2.2 
3 

0.9 

33 
10.4 

67 
21.2 

43 
13.0 

316 
100.0 

Chi square = 21.42937 with 12 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.0444 
.Number of missing observations = 51 
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opponents, and 86.7 percent of the black officers shot black opponents. 

Neither ;s surprising given likely locales of assignment. But, and this is 

too often ignored, if assignment is used in accounting for black on black 

shootings, a similar construct becomes applicable in many or most white on 

black shootings. One too often finds explanations of frequent black on black 

shootings on ~he basis of assignment, and, simultaneously, white on .black 

shootings on the basis of discrimination. 

[INSERT TABLE 161 HERE] 

Finally, Tables 162 to 164 contain summaries of the interaction effect 

of race of offi cer and race of opponent for physi ca 1 status of opponent, 

weapon of opponent, 'and extent 'of injury of opponent, respectively. They 

are, in short, decompositions, on the basis of race of officer, for the data 

previously shown in Tables 144, 145, and 147, respecti\ely. The entries are 

percentages for~ d given race of opponent and race of officer over given 

classification of table. 

[INSERT TABLES 162 TO 164 HERE] 

Time-Series Analyses 

Pol icy changes within a pol ice department, in general, are made in order 

to change or alter certain performance characteristics within the department. 

It is generally believed that a change in police department policy will effect 

subsequent actions/performance within the department • . 
In this section we will investigate the extent to which the rate of use 

of deadly force within a department is altered when a new shooting policy 

with effective modes of enforcement is introduced. The question to be an-

swered: Does the flow of month-to-month shooting rates show a pattern-change 

(interruption) at the time of policy introduction? 

------, -------------------- -
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TABLE 161. RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS IN INCIDENT 
RELATED TO RACE OF OPPONENT 

Count : 
Row % :Single Single Multiple White- Multiple Row 
Col % :White Black White Black Black Total 

· · 1. : 2. : 3. : 4. : 5. : 
Race of Opponent------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 

Caucasian 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Other 

1.: 34: 4: 9: 1 0: 48 

2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

Column 
Total 

. : 70.8 : 
: 17.5 : 
: 11.1 : 

8.3 : 18.8 : 2.1 : 
8.9 : 15.5 : 14.3 : 
1. 3 : 2.9 : 0.3 : 

0.0 : 15.6 
0.0 : 
0.0 : 

-:---~----:--------:--------:--------:--------: · 139 · 39 · 40 • 6 · 3 · · · · · · · · 61. 2 • 17.2 · 17 .6 · 2.6 · 1.3 · · · · • · · · 71.6 · 86.7 · 69.0 • 85.7 · 100.0 · · · · · · · · 45.3 · 12.7 · 13.0 · 2.0 · 1.0 • · · · · · · -:-----.,...--: --------:--------:--------:--------· 20 · 2 · 7 · 0 · 0 · · · · · • · • 69.0 · 6.9 · 24.1 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · · 10.3 · 4.4 • 12.1 . · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · · 6.5 · 0.7 · 2.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · • · 
~:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: .. 1 · 0 · 0 · 0 · 0 · · · · · · · · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · .. · · · 0.5 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 0.3 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:-------- : ------, ... : 

0 0 2 0 0 
0.0 · 0.0 · 100.0 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · O. o. · 0.0 · 3.4 · 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · 0.0 · 0.0 · 0.7 • 0.0 · 0.0 · · · · · · -:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------: 
194 

63.2 
45 

14.7 
58 

18.9 
7 

2.3 
J 

1.0 

227 
73.9 

29 
9.4 

1 
0.3 

2 
0.7 

307 
100.0 

Chi square = 15.83582 with 16 Degrees of freedom Significance = 0.4645 
Nunuer of missing observations = 60 
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TABLE 16~. PHYSICAL STATUS OF OPPONENY BY RACE OF OFFICER 

CAUCASIAN BLACK HISPANIS 

Non-Moving 
Non-Controlled 

Non-Moving 
Easily 
Cantrall ed 

Non-Moving 
Oi ffi cu', t 
to Control 

Attacking 

Fleeing 

In 
Custody 

OPP. 
RACE 
I 
C 
B 
HI 

I ,. 
C 
B 
H 

-
C 
B 
H 

C 
B 
H 

C 
B 
H 

I 
C 
B 
H 

S 

0 
2.6 
2.8 

0 
1.3 
0 

2.0 
0 
a 

47.1 
42.2 
30.6 

51.0 
53.4 
66.7 

0 
0.4 
0 I 

NS S NS S 
I 

0 0 0 0 
8.2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 9.1 

16.7 0 0 0 
6.S 0 8.3 0 
0 0 0 0 

16.7 0 0 0 
383 4.0 0 0 

12.5 a a a 

58.3 60.0 0 40.0 
57.4 58.0 50.0 11.1 
37.5 100.0 0 63.6 

j 
8.3 20.0 0 40.0 

19.7 38.0 41. 7 88.9 
50.0 0 0 27.3 

0 20.0 a 20.0 
4.9 a 0 0 
a 0 0 a 

~_' _________ '_t _______ , __ . ___ ..... _ 

'IS 

0 
0 
0 

0 
33.3 
0 

-
0 
0 
a 

0 
33.3 
0 

a 
33.3 
a 

0 
0 
a 
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TABLE 163. OPPONENT'S WEAPON BY RACE OF OFFICER 

None 

Hand Gun 

Shot Gun 

Long Gun 

Kn; fe 

Blunt 
Instrument 

Other 

OPP. 
RACE 
I 
C 
s 
H 

1-

C 
B 
H 

C 
B 
H 

C 
s 
H 

C 
s 
H 

C 
B 
H 

C 
S 
H 

I 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

34.0 8.3 
36.7 9.4 
50.0 28.6 

30.0 66.7 
37.1 64.1 
32.4 71. 4 

10.0 16.7 
5.7 14.1 
2.9 a 

6.0 a 
2.2 6.3 
a a 

6.0 8.3 
9.6 4.7 
8.B a 

a a 
1.3 1.6 
a 0 

14.0 a 
7.4 a 
5.9 I a 

I 

BLACK 

S NS 

40.0 a 
23.1 1B.2 

100.0 a 

20.0 0 
4B.1 72.7 
a a 

a 100 .0 
0 a 
0 a 

a 0 
3.B a 
a 0 

a a 
11. 5 9.1 
a a 

0 a 
9.6 a 

II a a 

40.0 a 
3.B 0 
a a 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

... ,.--_ .. _---,_.------- .--.• --

HISPANIC 

S NS 

20.0 a 
62.5 a 
27.3 a 

20.0 a 
12.5 66.7 
18.2 a 

a a 
0 a 

36.4 a 
-

a 0 
0 33.3 
a a 

I 

20 .0 a 
a a 
a a 

20. a 0 
a a 
9.1 I a 

I 
20.0 I a l-
12.5 a 
9.1 0 

I 
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TABLE 164. EXTENT OF INJURY OF OPPONENT BY RACE OF OFFICER 

None 

Slight 

Seri a.us 

Fatal 

OPP. 
RACE 

C 
B 
H 
+ 

C 
B 
H 

C 
B 
H 

C 
B 
H 

.. 

CAUCASIAN 

S NS 

46.2 91. 7 
50.9 85.9 
45.7 87.5 

19.2 a 
8.8 9.4 

20.0 12.5 

21.2 8.3 
22.8 a 
31.4 .0 

13.5 0 
17.5 4.7 
2.9 0 

.. 

BLACK HISPANIC 

S NS s NS 

60.0 0 60.0 0 
55.8 83.3 75.0 66.7 
50.0 a 72.7 a 

0 100.0 20.0 a 
5.8 16.7 25.0 3.3 
a a 0 0 

-
20.0 0 0 0 
23.1 .0 0 a 
50.0 a 27.3 '0 

.;., 

20.0 a 20.0 a 
15.4 0 0 a 
0 a 0 0 
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Several patterns of change in shooting rates can be hypothesized. The 

change or interruption can be: 

(a) in level, like 5,4,3,4,2,5 shootings per months prior to policy 

introduction and 2,1,3,0,1,0 after, 

(b) in trend like 2,3,4,5,5,6 before and 6,5,4,4,5,3 after, 

(c) continuous, ,in the sense of not decaying over time, or discontinuous 

or temporary, 

(d) immediate or delayed, with a lag of dne month, two months, or even 

more. 

There are various threats to internal val idity--that is, there are many 

. sources of alternative plausible hypotheses that must be guarded against. 

For example, the change in policy may have been an immediate response to 

extreme community distress and any change in the series of observations may 

have resul ted from the community distress rather than from the change in 

pol icy. Other threats to internal val idity are seasonal trends, incidental 

historical events, changes in methods of measurement or recording events, and 

general cyclic variation. 

To rule out alternative plausible hypotheses for the time-series effect 

as much as possible we proceeded in data collection as follows. First, all 
.. 

shooting data were collected in each of the four cities for at least a four

year period of time. The uye of the extended period allowed for detecting 

seasonal, Clnd other cyc 1; c character; st i cs. Second, we co 11 ected data for a 11 

four cities which provides for control of historical artifacts that are not 

geographically localized. Third, for each city we collected the monthly 

series such that the methods of measurement and recording data had not changed 

at any time subsequent to the introduction of the treatment. Table 1 shows 

the monthly shooting databases obtained in each of the four cities. As can 



_' ,~,." '4 

312 

be readily noted, in some cities we were more successful in obtaining a longer 

period of monthly data than in other cities. In addition, in Miami, there 

was no deadly force policy change enacted during the time period investigated. 

The analysis in Table 165 does no~, therefore, include Miami. 

[INSERT TABLE 165 HERE] 

For stat~stical analyses of time-series data, programs are available for 

auto-regressive integrated moving average models (Box and Jenkins, 1976). 

These models concei'te of time-series data in terms of the deterministic 

component (the "time" or non-error structure) and the stochastic component. 

The stochastic component has a systematic part that accounts for autocorrela

tion plus an unsystematic part. A major aspect of statistical analysis ;·s 

discovery and removal of the systematic part, leaving the unsystematic part 

for handling by the usual methods of inferential statistics. 

The model is specified by identifying the systematic part of the sto-

chastic components, and then estimating parameter~. For exampl.e, a model, 

that describes a time-series where observation at time t, Yt, depends upon 

preceding observation, Yt-l, and where there i,s a persistent random shock 

from one observation to the next is of the form 

The parameters to be estimated are ~ and Q. Assuming that the model proves 

adequa:e in subsequent tests (if not, it is revised), we move to the inter

vention hypothesis test. The essential goal is to establish whether predict

ability of the entire time-series is improved by accounting in the model for 

the intervention. The process determines whether a statistically significant 

change took place in the series at a 9,;ven point--one, ,in short, accepts or 

rejects the null hypothesis of no intervention effect. The null hypothesis 



TABLE 165. MONTHLY SHOOTING DATABASES IN FOUR TARGET CITIES 

Numb~r of Date of 
City Time Period Months Policy 

Bi rmi ngham, AL 8/77-6/81 47 July, 1980 

11i ami, FL 1/70-11/79 119 r~ay, 1980 

Oakland, CA 1/70-8/80 128 August, 1977 

Newa rk, NJ . 1/76-6/80 54 February, 1978 
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is that policy specification and enforcement do not change subsequent shoot

ing rates. 

The shooting rates for the three cities were analyzed with respect to 

three sources of "noise" which could obscure the intervention: trend, sea

sonality, and random error. AutoRegressive Integrated Moving Average (ARIMA) 

models accoun-s. for all three types of IInoise .. " Each time series can be 

characterized by a. specific ARIMA(p,d,q) model. Identification refers to 

the empirical parameters (the most appropri~t~ values for p (autoregression), 

d (integration or differencing), and q (moving average) for a given time 

series). Two criteria must be met before a model is judged as adequate: 1) 

no spikes at ,-ag 1 and the seasonal lags of the ACF and PACF, and 2) the Q

statistic is not significant. 

Monthly shooting rates in Newark, Oakland, and Birmingham were determined 

to be ARIMA (0,0.,0) models. In other words, all three types of "noise" were 

not found to be present in the original data. .With 24 degrees of freedom, 

the Q-statistics for these time series were the following: Newark, Q=12.61S; 

Oakland, Q=23.19; Birmingham, Q=14.57. Hence, the values for the structural 

parameters for the noise comp,onent of the intervention equation for these 

three cities were all equal to O. 

The absence of "noise ll in the monthly shooting rates of the three cities 

indicates that we can use the original data points in the intervention analy

ses since no corrections are necessary for trend, seasonal ity, and random 

erro r. 

The individual monthly distributions of police shootings are sho.,·m in 

Graphs I-III with the "treatment" (change in deadly force policy) indicated. 

[INSERT FIGURES. I to III HERE] 
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FIGURE I. TOTAL ~iONTHLY SHOOTINGS IN BIRt1ItlGHAt1 
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FI GURE II. TOTAL t·1ONTHL Y SHOOn NGS I N OAKLAND 
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FIGURE III. TOTAL MONTHLY SHOOTINGS IN NEWARK 
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Inspection of the graphs indicates that no clear pattern of change is dis

cP"nible for Oakland, Newark, or Birmingham. Linear regression equations 

for the pre-policy monthly shootings and the policy monthly shootings discount 

serious consideration that the introduction of a new shooting policy into the 

departments introduced gradual, constant (incremental) change either in 
. . 
increasing or -decreasing monthly shootings. In Table 166 are the structural 

equations for the three cities. In all three cities the betas were not 

significantly different from O. 

[INSERT TABLE 166 HERE] 

An alternative change in the pattern of monthly shooting r,ates due to 

the introduction of a new deadly force pol icy might be that of a change ·in 

. level of shootings after the introduction of the policy; namely, no continuous 

increasing or decreasing change in monthly shootings, but rather a similar 

pattern of shooting rates before the policy and during the policy but with 

different levels in each time period. We tested for this possibility by. 

c.omputing difference of means tests between the mean during the pre-policy 

period and the mean rate of shooting after the pol icy went into effect. 

Table 167 shows the results. 

[INSERT TABLE 167 HERE] 

~hile in each city the average number of monthly shootings in the post

policy series was less than in the pre-policy series, none of these differ

ences was statistically significant. 

A caveat is in order in concluding this section. The nunbers of shoot

ings on a monthly basis (many en~.'\ies were zero) were 'probably too low for an 

adequate ARIHA analysis. But if they were accumulated, say on a bimonthlY'or 

quarterl'y basis, to achieve higher numpers, the t.otal number of entries for 

ARIMA would have been inadequate (the recomienaed minimun nu;:-:ber of data 
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TABLE 166. STRUCTURAL ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES EQUATIONS FOR MONTHLY 
SHOOTING RATES IN BIRMINGHAM) OAKLAND, AND NEWARK 

Pre-Policy Post Policy 

Birmingham, AL Yt = 3.38 - .0lXt yt = 2.50 - .07Xt 

Oakland, CA Yt = 1. 28 + .002Xt 
yt = 0.41 + .57Xt 

Newark, NJ Yt = 2. 56 - • 006Xt 
yt = 1.19 - .07Xt 
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TABLE 167. DIFFERENCE OF MONTHLY SHOOTING MEANS FOR PRE-POLICY AND 
POST-POLICY TIME SERIES 

Bi rm; ngham, AL 

Oakland, CA 

Newa rk, NJ 

Pre-Policy X 

3.0 

1. 39 

2.48 

Post-Policy X 

2.00 

1. 27 

2.17 

t-value 

1.636 

0.472 

0.646 
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points is 50). The preceding would seem to indicate that one can apply ARIMA 

analysis to monthly shooting and have a sufficiently sensitive approach only 

if one has data from New York, or Chicago, or los Angeles. 

For visual consideration, Appendix Q contains computer-generated shoot

ings, crimes, and arrests for the four cities with notations of significance. 

The erratic pattern of shootings shows no consistent relationship to arrests 

or to police events. It is perhaps of note that a high peak in shooting 

(three or more) has not occurred since the first quarter of 1977--the fire

arms policy was revised in August, 1977. But the data have not as yet been 

collected far enough out to warrant serious rejection of a random effect. 

,While crimes in Miami (particularly violent crimes) have tended upward 

since July, 1980, pol ice shootings have been drifting steadily downward-

except for a jump concomitant with the 1980 riots. 

In Birmingham, there is little apparent effect of either the August, 

1979, or the July, 1980, changes in policy. But, since January, 1981, the 

shooting rate seems markedly down. Our guess is the lower rate re:flects 

police inactivity during the period of an acting chief and continued struggle. 

between the department and the mayor. While not on the tables, officers were 

killed in the line of duty in Novp.mber, 1979, and December, 1980, months of 

high shooting peaks. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Since the primary goal of this section of the Report is to provide 

guiding information for the policy-maker and the decision-maker, rather than 

to provide an intellectual overview for the scholar, it is organized by 

specific recommendations rather than by topics related to theory. That format .. 
makes the section less useful (and certainly less interesting) for the typical 

social scientist, but that will be corrected, it is hoped, in the Executive 

Summary to follow. 

While this ;s a section of Volume IV, these recommendations and summary 

are based on the observations, data, and analyses of all fo'ur vol urnes of the 

Report. Perhaps ul timate reporting n1 cety waul d call for one summary coveri n9 

Volume IV and another for all four volumes collectively, but it does scem 

most desirable to get the job done at this point even though it may mean some 

sacrifice in elegance. 

Recommendation 1. Departments should implement intensive training pro

grams that emphasize their policies on the use of deadly force and the under

lying legal and moral principles • 
. 

One of the more startling findi~gs in the study was that police officers 

have dramatically different notions of when deadly force is legitimate. 

Vaiiation was found over units in a department as well as among individual 

officers on standards derived from both law and admirlistrative regulation • . . 
On the issue of variation"over units, we found intra-unit patterns that ranged 

from "restrained ll to "shooting-oriented" attitudes. And units that encounter-

ed high rates of armed confrontation, not surprisingly, tended to have l~ss 

restrained attitudes tOh'ard the use of deadly force than did lower co"tact 

units. 
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The pluralism of values related to deadly force raises several practical 

questions for p"Jlice administrators. First, it appears that the process of 

policy socialization is far less complete than many or most police executives 

believe. Also, there is evidence that police officers may be more responsive 

to values gleaned from line supervisors or from peers in operational un:its 

than from administrative policy statements. In an area with such irreversible 

stakes as the police use of deadly force, it seems desirable to have far 

more uniform standards within police departments than seem evident. Just as 

two offende'rs with simil ar records and charges who recei ve very different 

sentences may complain about the injustice of the system, so too police 

. depar.tments should be concerned about widely different policy and legal 

interpretations. 

We recommend that pol ice chi efs carefully arti cul ate thei r personal 

commitment to departmental policy and guidelines. That is clearly a prob-

1 em when a departmental' pol icy statement has been forced on a chief and 

his department by a political process. The chief could (as a good public 

servant must) th.:n verbal i ze support for the pol icy though deep-down com

mitment is certainly not there. As part of this package, we, therefore, 

recor:1r:lend sensitive responsiveness by pol iticians to ,the pol ice perspective . 
even in turbul ent times where a 1 a rge segment of the pub 1i cis demand; ng 

radical change. There should be negotiation and compromise, even if it 

means gradual implementation of change. The effort could minimize the type 

of phenomenon found most dramatically in Birmingham after the imposition of 

a markedly more restrictive shooting pol icy by its mayor, with resulting 

intense and severe confl ict between the mayor and the pol ice. For reasons 

of concern 'for safety (the police interpretation) or of deliberate slowdown 

to express animosity (the pol itical interpretation), the resulting decrease 



in police action--though possibly short-lived--surely exacted a price from 

the public. 

It would seem, further, that the effort to achieve uniformity in knowlege 

and attitude over officers in regard to deadly force calls for greater empha

sis in formal training. Cases should be reivewed and discussed that empha

size ambiguous or marginal areas in deadly force policy. Where p,ossible, 

police officers should walk through ureal life ll simulations dealing with 

legally (as well as tactically) ambiguous policy areas. 

It also appears useful to offer more advanced legal -trainin\:j to line 

supervisors on the topic of deadly force. Line supervisors,should be trained 

in~commun;cating restrained attitudes toward the use of deadly force even in 

highly charged situations. The abil ity to operational'i ze deadly force pol icy 

shou 1 d be tested in promot i ona 1 exams.· Fi na 11 y, there shoul d be efforts to 

rotate off~~ers periodically through different types of assignments to avoid 

highly cynical "Fort Apache" type pol ice unit -sub-cul tUres from developing 

wlthln high contact units in large police departments. Care also should be 

taken to place highly mature and restrained officers in such units. 

Recommendation 2. Pol ice departments should develop operational rules 

to minimize "high risk" contacts with armed per!ions. 

Table 72 shows that in a high percentage of shooting encounters (53 per~ 

cent), there was prior knowledge that a very serious incident had occurred 

(i .e., e1ther a shooting or' a robbery). In Table 74 it is indi~:.~t0d that ill 

roughly 85 percent of the encounters there was at least so~e indication that 
. 

the incident might evolve into a use of deadly force. Table 75 indicates 

s; gn ifi cant differences between shoot i n9 and non-shoot; ng off; cers ; n terms 

ot whether the officers formulated plans to deal with the opponent. 
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These observations ar~ consistent with our sequential model of police 

officer decision-making and our most general hypothesis that decisions early 

in an armed confrontation make an eventual use of deadly force more or less 

probabl e. 

Where time and tactical considerations allow, patrol officers should 

call for back-up officers (specially trained in coping with armed persons) 

rather than attempt to confront the opponent themsel ves. Seal i ng off an 

opponent and seeking cover {while calling for back-up) should be emphasized 

in policy manuals. -Other operational rules should be generated from data 

collected by individual departments on both actual and averted uses of deadly 

. force. Such data would €stablish the efficacy and risks of particular oper-
.' 

ational rules. 

It is surely c·lear that one can far more readily generate rational, 

minimum-risk alternatives for particular armed confrontations in a laboratory 

setting than one can iri tne heat of rapidly developing street scenes. And 

. 

human beings need structuring when anx"jety, fear, intimidation, a "need to 

look good;" and quiCK decision-making are present in complex interactions • 

The concept to do a specific such-and-such, like call for back-up, provides 

that"type of structuring. Moreover, where a choice of that sort is necessary . 
rather than merely a remote possible alternative, the officer has no conflict 

with his need to act courageously or with bravado rather than dependently. 

There are other gains from thiS approach. First, there would be an 

lncreased likelihood that officers \'1ith the greatest skill would actually 

confront armed persons wherever possible. In adcition, the evaluation of 

such operational rules and their impact upon the rate of deadly force would 

greatly contribute to our conception of the types of tactics likely to avoid 

unnecessary uses of deadly force. Finally, in implementing such rules a 
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police department would fUrther articulate to its officers its commitment to 

restraint in the use of deadly force. 

Recommendat ion 3. Pol ice departments shaul d develop tra i ni ng formats 

that avoid unrealistic conceptions of danger or threat for line officers. 

As mentioned in an earlier volume of this Report, some training approaches 

in the area of deadly force seem oriented toward producing paranoia. Clearly 

there is much danger associated with police work, and clearly there is need 

for appropriate training to cope with that danger. But there is a considerable 

gap between appropriate training and training that produc'es paranoid fear. 

It is c1ear from our data as well as the data from the I.A.C.P. that the 

rate of use of deadly force is directly related to violent crime rate. And 

there is in OUi data marked fluctuation in a single city over time, though 

there is no regular periodic pattern, seasonal or otherwise. For example, in 

Oakland in 1979, the rate of deadly force increased by 600 percent, then 

rapi dl y subsi ded •. In Newark, the summer of 1980 .and wi nter of 1977 saw marked 

inc reases i'n deadl y force inc fdents. 

We conjecture that at least some of the surges are caused by a climate 

of agitation, fear, or animos,ty created by violent crime or perceived risk 

on the part of the offi cers. We note, for exatlpl e, that there is often a 

blip of increased shootings following the killing or wounding of an officer 

by a civilian. The shootings that led to the termination of James Parsons as 

chief in New Orleans provfde another dramatic example. Those shootings 

directly and rapidly followed the slaying of a New Orleans officer. 

Severa 1 experi enced offi cers we i ntervi ewed have suggested that many 

questionable uses of deadly force occur during these cycles of increased 

perceived danger. The shooting of Eulia Love occurred during a period of 
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both high crime and increased shootings by officers during the winter of 1978-

79 in Los Angeles. A shoot i ng of an innocent man in Newa rk ; n the wi nter of 

1977 occurred during a month in which no fewer than 11 officers fired their 

weapons compared with an average of four per month during 1977 as a ~'Jhole~ 

For those precipitative circumstances that make it possible, police de

partments shoul d attempt amel i orat; on. In the process, reports of dramati c 

~rimes and arrests should be used in a balanced manner, to make police offi

cers aware of possibl e dangers, but not to create a c1 imate of irrational 

dange r. 

Informal briefings by line supervisors should seek to place in realistic 

. prop~rtions perceptions of danger to the police officer. This type of brief

ing style requires both maturity and skill. Techniques should be developed 

to train line supervisors in techniques to prepare line "high contact" police 

officers to interpret, in a balanced manner, the dangers they might ~ncounter 

duting duty on the streets. 

There is evidence that personal perceptions are critical in terms of 

officers responding to citizens in an overly reactive manner. In most of the 

"shooting" incidents (see Table 74) there was an initial perception of risk 

seemingly greater than would be warranted by the objective circumstances of 

the- incident. Also, as we observed in our piece, "Deadly Force in Law En

forcement" (see Vol ume II), in such tragic incidents as the shooting of 

Bonita Carter, t~e police per:eption of community violence seemed to playa 

significant role. 

The issue· of react; on to the shoot; ng of an off; cer is part; cul ar1y 

difficult. The immediate feeling of outrage and the need to invoke control 

is unquestionably related to perceived threat in the long-run (as well as to 

other factors) •. All the leadership ability of the chief and the cO:i1:i1and 
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sta ff wi 11) therefore, be necessary for amel i orat ion. At thi s stage, we 

simply point out the need for alertness on the part of the chief--future 

research can perhaps 1 ead to sped fi c strategi es for impl ementat i on. 

Recommendation 4. Police departments in cities at risk should develop 

"community conflict" teams skilled in defusing police-community tensions, 

especially th~se following shootings by police that lead to death or serious 

injury. Tables 104-108 indicate the extremely negative perceptions black and 

minority Citizens have toward police relative to white citizens. In Tables 

112-120 there is evidence that this general mistrust of po'lice ;s also re

flected in perceptions of police deadly force policies and ~ractices.' Final-
.. 

ly, in more than 100 incidents in the 19605 and in a dazen or·so incidents in 

the past few years, pol ice use of force (often deadly farce) has resulted in 

subsequent violence by minority citizens. In far more cities such incidents 

have greatly exacerbated police/community tensions. 

To help mediate such perceptions it ;s rec.ommended that police depart-· 

ments initiate community relations teams (probably made up of persons from a 

variety of racial and ethnic groups and including civilians as well as police 

officers). These persons shouJd be multi-lingual, as needed, and comfortable 

in communicating with citizens from a variety of economic backgroun'ds and 

political persuasions. Th€!y would also include people with aptitudes and 

training relevant to working with juveniles. 

The team would be sophisticated in the distinction between a reasonable 

or unreasonable decision, on the one hand, and a correct or incorrect deci-

s ion, on the other. It woul d act to further understand i ng between groups 

that too often distrust each other vehemently, but would have no fact-finding 

authority. Investigation, the for~ation of explanatory constructs, and 



329 

corrective action must of course remain with such units as internal affairs, 

homicide, the prosecuting attorney's office, and so on. 

The underlying theme of the team would be that the police-citizen 

encounter is d transaction involving fallible human beings. Errors may 

occur in either direction--the citizen may unexpectedly remove a toy pistol 

from his pocket or make a gesture that is easily interpreted as threatening, 

the officer may unholster his gun prematurely or misperceive an entirely 

innocent gesture or motion on the part of the citizen. Immediate understand

ing would hopefully lead ~o change in the longer run. 

Recommendation 5. Police departments should carefully monitor the shoot

. ing ~ehavior of officers--a means of keeping records is not enough, an alert

ing or triggering mechanism should be built into the system. 

While our data do not indicate that there is such an entity as the 

II shooti ng-prone" off1 cer, the hi stori es and attitudes of certa i n off1 cers 

warrant sensitivity to' the possibil ity of transferring an officer on the 

basis that his interaction with a given environment produces an elevat~d 

probability of violence. 

A good record-keeping system, moreover, allows isolating possible selec-

tion and assignment criteria for officers. Tables 87, 88, and 89 of this . 
volume show types of characteristics of officers that discriminate between 

"shoa.ting" and "non-shooting" officers. Prior shootings was a differentiat-

ing vdriable in Birmingham, complaints in Newark and Miami, and work evalua

tions in Oakland. Prior shooting incidents \II'as a significant discriminant 

across all four cities. 

It should be pointed out that, as ~1orris (197~), Monahan (1977), and 

others have forcefully indicated, such uses of predictive psychology are 

scientifically, ethically, and legally hazardous. In virtually all studies, 
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violence is over-predicted with a particularly large number of false positive 

errors. In seeking to incarcerate persons precicted as dangerous, for exam

pl e) one runs the ri sk .of incorrectly impri son; ng many peopl e who in fact 

are no risk to society. 

In terms of the prediction of pol ice officer behavior, one faces simil ar 

dangers. Mor~over, police unions and civil rights advocates have pointed out 

that the use of such predictive technology may violate some fundamental rights 

of officers. 

The one area where such objections are not so clearlY"compelling is tn 

the area of force co~plaints and prior shooting behavior a~ predictive data • 

. While a police officer might complain ~hat his divorce or hair color or weight 

are illegitimate in terms of assignment or restriction decisions (regardless 

of previous empirical findings), it is difficult to argue that police depart

ments should not be permitted to keep detailed records on the use of force 

by its police officers. As indicated in Table 88, both prior shootings and 

compl'aints (many related to force) were highly predictive in terms of dis-

criminating "shooting" and "non-shooting" officers. 

Our qualitative analyses. of shooting histories indicate intriguing 

commonal ities 'in officer shooting behavior. One Newark officer with three 

shootings fired all his shots from cars. Another officer with eight shootings 

in ten years fired seven times in off-duty confrontations. Another officer's 

confro:1tations all resembled "wild west" duels. Still another officer's 

confrontations all followed physical fights with Puerto Rican males • 
. 

Such data may be useful to superv; sors ; n keepi ng offi cers away from 

situations which, for one reason or other, may lead them to become involved 

in shootings. For example, the officer who had had a series of duels was 
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assigned to a traffic squad where he has avoided a use of deadly force inci

dent during the past three years. 

In monitoring officer shooting behavior, the department should be care

ful to consider the contact rate of the particular officer in assessing his 

behavior. As \'1e noted in Volume III, Chapter" Six, knowing the number ,of 

shootings encountered by a police officer, is not particularly useful unless 

one can reasonably estimate (perhaps by his assignment history or armed arrest 

rate) the number of encounters in which he might have used deadly force. 

Recommendation 6. Police departments require one or two interviews with 

a psychologist for all officers who kill or wound seriously someone in a 

,deadly force encounter. 

We have found the full gamut of responses to a killing or wounding, 

from the officer who sneers that the "bastard deserved it" and states sl ight 

satisfaction as the only lasting after-effect, to the officer who needs 

psychiatric services, perhaps hospitalization, and disability release from 

Sl'lorn duties. As a concrete example, one of the officers involved in the 

Eulia Love' shooting (see Volume II) retired em a psychologically related 
. . 
di sabil ity after the ep; sode. Other offi cers report rest' essness, i nabi' ity 

to s'leep, nightmares, and other symptoms in the aftermath of a shooting • 
. 

Such reactions seem most common following fatal shootings and highly publ i-

ci zed inc i dents. 

Officers frequently report a lack of social support from superiors and 

other offi cers foll owi ng the trauma. They may even be separated from other 

officers who were involved in the incident in order that investigators may 

gain independent descriptions of the episode. Many officers similarly report 

feel ;ng abandoned by a pol ice administration corn:nitted to objectively (and 

possibly punitively) scrutinizing their ac~ions. 
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A promising model to cope with officer psychological traumli following 

such "traumatic events" was found in operation in the Rochester, New York 

Police Department. Officers who themselves had been involved in use of 

deadly force episodes were trained in peer-counsel ing techniques and dis

patched to counsel officers who: found themselves involved in a shooting 

incident. On·en these officer counselors met with 'the officer participant 

within hours of the shooting episode. 

And the Dallas Police Department has a full-time clinical psychologist 

with two (M.A.-level) aides who are sworn officers. 

We recommend that the initial visit(s) to a psychologist be mandatory 

rather th.:ln voluntary because of the implicati~Hl, for some or many, that'a 

need for psychological services indicates weakness or a lack of vigorous 

masculinity. Service for the officer (as well as his family) beyond the 

required contact would be at the option of the officer (and his family). 

While the principal gains of this approach are obvious enough, a subsid-· 

iary gain is the open recognition that police officers (as well as citizens) 

become active victims (sometimes physically, other times psycholog~cally) of 

armed confrontations. It is .not fully appreCiated that many officers find 

the necessity of wielding (and occasionally using) deadly force as at best a 

distasteful, and possibly debilitating, obligation. It is our opinion that 

recognition of that fact would enhance the reputation of the police in most 

communit i es • 

Recom~endat;on 7. 

.. 
Training programs in police departments should be 

expanded to provide a full coverage of dec;sion-ma~ing in armed confrontation. 

As we observed in Volumes I and III, the state of the art of training 

related to pol ice deadly force seems primitive. ?ro!:llens related to present 

training curricula include the following: 
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1. Existing training curricula focus either on the mechanics 

of shooting or decision-making in the final frame of an 

armed confrontation (e.g., the Motorola "Shoot/Don't Shoot" 

program) • 

2l Training in shooting decision-making rarely reflects the 

most frequent types of encounters actually confronted by 

police offtcers. 

3. The affective context of the shooting training environment 

i~ totally'different from the types of pressures which 

might be exerted upon the officer in a "live" armed 

confrontation. 

In terms of our sequential model of decision-making up to the point of 

shooting or non-shooting, it is clear that it is essential to provide armed 

confrontation decision-problems at each phase of the armed encounter. Offi

cers, for example, m;gh't be trained in dlJveloping sets toward information . 
received from dispatchers (see Tables 72ff). Similarly, officers should 

rec.eive specific training in positioning prior to encountering the opponent 

(see Table 77ff) and in different modes of verbally communicating with oppo-

nents in the ~onfrontation. 

It is further useful to train in specific decision-matrices to be fol

lowed during the confrontation. For example, officers should be trained to 

"back-offll il" certain confrontations in which the risk of a shooting becomes 

unacceptably high. It is further important to teach officers techniques of 

assessing ri sks in opponents based on prior information as well as observa

tions on the scene. Also officers should be taught the importance of plan

ning and coordinating actions with other officers wherever possible. The 
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dimension related to planning proved to be a statistically significant dis-

crimi nant between II shooti ng" and II non- shooti ng" armed con frontat ions in our 

data. 

As we observed earlier, another weakness in existing training curriculum 

is that training examples rarely reflect the types of incidents police offi

cers face in" street encounters with citi zens. The types of dimensians 

(circumstances, li9hting, time of day, type of physical surrounding, time

frame, number of opponents, etc.) reported in Tables 48ff provide the type 

of information which should be scrutinized carefully by dev~Tbpers of training 

programs related to the use of deadly force. 

Training examples should be geared to model types of encounters experi

enced by police officers in a particular area, not simply shootings. By 

gearing training only to shooting cases (especially dramatic and atypical 

shootings) officers may develop unrealistic cognitive sets toward armed 

encounters. A scene in the Motorol a II Shoot/Don·' t Shoot" seri es in whi ch a' 

twelve-year-old boy on a bike suddenly draws on a police officer provides 

an example of how the use of an atypical (or possibly non-existent) case 

may contribute to the creatio(1 of unrealistic conceptions of danger on the 

part of police trainees. 

It is also suggested that effective training should attempt to simulate 

(impossible to accomplish fully) some of the affective dimensions of police

cit; zen armed encounters. ' By incl uding otlier partners, bystanders, and other 

social actors in the simulated police-citizen confrontation, as well as some 
, 

of the fear and uncertainty in such episodes, one may begin to approximate 

the real-life de~ands of such incidents. 

Reco~mendation 8. Considerable emphasis should be given in police 

training programs to coping with unarmed (thoug'h threatening) citizens and 
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with people who have weapons that are not guns. The training should emphasize 

communication s.kills and the use of "l ess than lethal II weapons. In devising 

the program, some thought must be 9 ; vet' to the concept of tlba 1 and ng the 

risks lt in terms of identifying and reacting to threat. 

Table 61 indicates that roughly 37 percent of the opponents of shooting 

police officers had no, weapons. In addition, roughly 12 percent carried either 

a knife or a blunt weapon. This catagory provides both a mandate and an oppor

tunity for special training. In several instances, shooting a person who did 

not have a weapon or who had a weapon that was not a fi rearm created a major 

community incident (consider, for example, the shooting of Eulia Love in Los 

. Angel,as). And, as emphasized above, in many (but not all) situations, the 

police officer may tactically retreat and avoid immediate peril. 

. 

One means of training officers to cope with opponents of the above types 

lies in adaptations of existing tlcrisis intervention" models as described by 

Bard (1970), Liebman and' Schwartz (1974), and Toch (1976). While some writers 

(especially Toch) have perhaps overemphasized the degree to which such tech

niques may be useful in coping with threatening opponents, there is no doubt 

that at least some confrontations may be averted with their cautious use. 

The most popular crisis intervention training model available is perhaps . 
that developed by Schwartz (1980), in use in many police departments. Officers 

are trained in a sequential method of defusing hostile citizens which could 

be adapted to the unique circumstances involving persons armed with non-gun 
. 
weapons. 

Also promising, as discussed earlier in this volume, are the "less than 

, etha 1" weapons, such as the "tesor gun, II "bean bag gun, II and other restrai nts 

such as the IInet ll and "peopl e grabber." In some cepartments I such weapons 
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have been used successfully though it is not clear if the confrontations that 

are averted would have actually resulted in shots being fired. 

Recommendation 9. Departments should provide specific information to 

the public regarding policies, tactics, and rules for the use of deadly force, 

and their actual implementation. 

The nega":ive perceptions of the minority communitYt most notably the 

black community, are as obvious in our results as in the general impression 

in the public. For example, 57.1 percent of the blacks sampled indicated 

full agreement that "pol ice shoot when it can be avoided" -compared with 20 

percent ~f the Hispanics and 22 percent of the Anglos. 

That there is somet.hing amiss becomes obvious when that is put side by 

side with our finding that officers tend to have personal standards for the 

use of deadly force that are more restrictive than the standards specified in 

laws and regulations. 

Further, it is our belief that a substantial number of shootings result 

from errors on the part of the citizen rather than on the part of the officer. 

As a component in the implementation of this recommendation, therefore, we 

suggest an effort to portray ~o the public the perspective of the officer in 

an armed confrontation. The officer is at least uncertain, possibly bewilw 

dered; he is at least apprehensive, possibly deeply frightened; he is besieged 

by an array of cues, probably far more than he can process. All cit; zens 

must be aware of the officer as an interacting human being, and not behave 

in such easily misinterpreted ways as reaching rapidly into a pocket or into 

the glove compartment of a car, or as raising the tension level by verbal 

and postural threats. 

Recommendati on 10. All pol ice de,partments must have pol icy statements 

in regard to deadly force to state a moral positfon and to guide the officers 
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in appropriate behavior. But the specifi(; form of the policy s~ould, at 

least over the foreseeable future, vary over departments. 

The recommended statement of Geller (1981) is typical of what is found 

in the reports of ~cademic or community-based (but not police-based) research

ers: itA police officer is justified in using deadly force cnly when such 

force is intended to defeat a present threat to the officer's or another 

person's life." It is our belief that recommendations of that sort are most 

often, and perhaps always, based on the value system of the person or persons 

doing the research rather than on the actual data obtained in research. 

Questions surrounding the use of lethal force by law enforcement person

nel give ris~ to the most profound kinds of moral issues. The establishment 

of a proper pol icy for employment of 1 etha'i force has to be based on funda

mental values of the particular society at the particular time. And unlike 

many moral issues, the question of lethal force goes far beyond academic 

debate. Its resolution' involves the matter of life and death. Any policy 

that is implemented inevitably will mean that some choice has been made 

about allowing some persons to die while others are spared.. This is the 

context in which the matter of alternative weapons for law enforcement, 

weapons that can reduce th(: potentiality of death-dealing, takes on strong 

significance. (We think the issue of alterntaive weapons is so important at 

this stage of planning in the area of pol ice deadly force that we have in

cluded an Addendum to this section in which they are discussed.) 

If a police department determines to inhibit the use of firearms by its 

personnel in confrontations between them and suspected felons who are or who 

seem to be armed this likely will result in the killing of fewer felons. 

Perhaps a number of officers will be sacrificed on the altar of such a policy 

and, undoubted1y, some innocent citizens will in the future be victimized by 
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felons who were spared. If a department escalates a campaign of lethal 

force by its officers) some innocent persons, both suspects and bystanders, 

are apt to be sacrificed: probably, though far from certainly, such a policy 

wil1 spare the lives of some officers'. The problemati.c aspect of prediction 

is that we have no reliable information regarding what prompts offenders and 

suspected offenders to fire at officers. Would they employ their guns less 

often if they knew that they themselves would not 'likely be shot at? Or 

would they use their weapons more readily if they were convinced that the 

officer would not shoot .. at them or would· not retaliate for'their shooting? 

Probably, under these circumstances 1 some offenders would do one thing, 

others ·another, and the question becomes determination of what the overall 

consequences are. No policy will guarantee safety to everybody; all policies 

represent calcUlated risks, with only more or less predeterminable· outcomes. 

Many episodes involving firearms today in which an officer is killed or 

wounded seem to occur because the officer, for whatever reason, hesitates to 

employ lethal force and himself is shot or stabbed or clubbed. The hesitation 

may be from no deeper motive than a reservation about using a weapon because 
. 

of knowlege that such usage wiJl be followed by burdensome paperwork and what 

the officer might regard as undue and unpleasant publicity. The police today 

are increasingly restrained from quick lethal force response by department 

policy, their olin reservations about taking life, and a variety of other 

considerations. 

Given these various considerations, we bel ieve that specific deadly 
. 

force policy should be based on the value system of the relevant COr.l!':lUnity 

rather than the value systems of people who happen to do research. On the 

one hanq, it seems clear that in al~o$t all co~~uni~ies where police shooting 
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is a noteworthy issue, a polil.:Y that allows shooting at any fleeing felon is 

not supportable. On the other hand, we cannot imagine a co~mun;ty (black or 

white) that would not encourage a policy permitting an officer to shoot a 

person who has just he; nously murdered another person (say, a chi' d for 

maxii:l:J::l emotional irnpact) before the officer's eyes, and refuses the officer's 

demand to terminate an escape attempt. 

There is one other consideration that would seem worth mentioning in 

this context: the policy statement ;s probably not as important in determin

ing shooting behavior as has been widely argued. First, there is our result 

that the personal standards of officers are most often more restrictive than 

,law a~d policy. Second, there is the oft-repeated observation (see Volume 

III of this Report al'd Geller, 1981) that policy without. accompanying en

forcement com~itment and procedures is ineffective policy. And third, it is 

e~pir;cally the case in recent years that the vast majority of shootings in 

cities that have Model 'Penal Code )Jrmats in their policies (shooting is 

justified against a fleeing felon when the crime leading to the arrest in

c1 uded use or threatened use of dp,adly force or there i's substantial risk 
. 
that the person being arrested will cause future bodily harm) were based on 

clair.ed defense of life. . 
Tr.: s~rict defense-of-life statement may be ideal for an agency like the 

F.B.I.; it probably carries more in the way of opprobrium than guidance for 

the poi ice in genera1 when advocated by people who are not sympathetic with 

the poltce on broader grounds. 

One important supplement to policy statement (and the various trappings 

that go with it) would seem to be the availability of weapons that can be em

ployed by law enforcement officers to incapacitate temporarily an antagonist. 
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In this way, even guilty persons will be spared their life, innocent persons 

wi II suffer only oassing inconvenience and indignity, wn11e officers will be 

protected from injury or death. 

ADDENDU~I: ALTERNATIVES TO THE USE OF LETHAL FORCE BY POLICE OFFICERS 

Sci ence fi cti on wri t i n9 abounds with prototypes of such formi dabl e and 

efficient wea90nry. As youngsters, we were all exposed in the "comic" strips 

to the use of ray guns and similar futuristic implements which numbed or 

dazed a person, hurl ing through sp-ace as they qid with g·teater speed than a 

bullet and with unerring accuracy. Indeed, it is not unlikely that most of 

us have fantasi zed at some time that we possessed such a weapon., which we 

would use either for nefarious purposes C;' admirable ends. It seems surpris

ing that in the many centuries since the invention 'of guns mankind has not 

been able to fashion a neutralizing agent against gun fire. There are, of 

course, bulletproof vests and diverse kinds o.f riot shields wh'ich offer, 

partial protection, but they are hardly foolproof, and in matters like these, 

the cost of error can be terrible. Besides, they are defensive weapons, and 

the need often is for immobiliZing agents. 

The discovery and use of non-lethal agents that could adequately protect 

law enforcement personnel could alleviate growing social concern, as well as 

redu:::.: the dramatica1.1y increasing number of civil suits contested in regard 

to the pol ice use Clf deelcfli force. The absence of such agents is probably 

in considerable measure traceable to the technological priorities of the 

m; Ii tary estab 1 i shment. Wea ponry research i nva 1 yes the expendi ture of va st 

sums by the defense agencies) but death-deal ing efficiency understandab1y 

takes precedence in mil itary research, and produc:ion. The aim is not to 

immobil i ze enemies but to kill as many as qu;'ckly and as efficiently as 
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possible. The strikingly increased death-dealing capabilities of r.;ilitary 

armair.ent with the passing years--from flame throwers to nuclear bOrlbs--is 

stunning. But law enforcement: derives relatively little benefit from the 

great amount of money spent on such matters, at least in terms of responding 

to real or imagined lethal threats with less than lethal means. 

It should be noted, however, that the military may possess information 

and wea?onry that could be of considerable law enforcement use but whose 

existence ;s still regarded as a national security secret. After t~e abortive 

,Ameri can attempt to' rescue the hostages hel d at the Ameri can embassy ; n 

Teheran, reports beg~n circulating that. part Of the tactical strategy was, to 

. empl~y an agent which would rend~r the Iranian guards of the captors incapab1e 
I 

of action, yet would not kill or injure them permanently. Such a scenario 

nlay have been merely science fiction, or part of an attempt to explain an 

almost ine~plicable (and, oddly, subsequently unexamined) plan. But it may 

be that there do exist non-lethal w~apons which in time will be filtered into 

law enforcement work. 

How serious pol ice official s are about procuring such materiel remains 

a bit uncertain. ~e have read with some care the major two dozen or so things 

writte'1 by law enforcelilent authorities on the subject of non-lethal weapons, 

and C,:'1 detect a note, a tone, that pervades a great deal of such work. 

Thera is a tendency to belittle either the present or the prospects of scien-

tific a~~ence in the service of police work, almost as if such achievements 

wouid r~~d=r the rOle of law enforcement officer a bit effete, and would lead 

to the disappearance of a mac~ismo, gun-toting, shoot-out portrait of police 

work.. ihe quintessential expression of this view appears in an article by 

former Los Angeles Police Chief Thomas Reddin (1967), in which Reddin sarcas-

tically reports that he had heard of the concoction of a che!i1ical ·.."hich, 
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when released upon a rioting crowd, would cause its members to evacuate their 

bowels. Granted the bizarre nature of the alleged weapons, the case for the 

search for satisfactory nan-lethal agents is not advanced by Reddin's humor 

giv~n that what most occurs to him is the consequence if such a chemical were 

mistakenly released in the vicinity of command headquarters. More generally, 
. 

there: does ex ~st an' expressed fear among pol ice' officers that they will be 

saddied with technoTogical devices that will further inhibit their reliance 

upon guns for' self-protection and thereby will increasingly place them in 

jeopardy. 

Putting the matter another way, we would note that there is inherent in 

police work, particularly in the United States, at least an element of der~;ng 
I 

do that would be undercut or eli~inated by the "sterile" technology of non-

lethal weapons. We would in no way wish to overemphasize or overplay this 

matter: few law enforcement officers, like few of. the rest of us, relish 

danger or daring. But we suspect that the atmosphere of potential danger, in 

tandem with the rare likelihood of such an outcome, has some fundamental 

appea 1 in the ethos of Amer; can pol ice work. Note, for instance, the manner 

in which the (unalli1ed) British, police are advised to engage in an automobile 

chase, and compare this to the tactics often used by the more aggressive, and 

the:-::,}' danger-courti ng Al1eri can pol i ce (.l~art i enssen, 1951, pp. 48-49): 

The long and careful training which police drivers are given was 

w:~~ed out ••• with the Help of a team of racing motorists who were then 

at ~he top of their class. The police are not taught trick driving, but 

they are taught how to drive fast with safety over any sort of road 

surface and in any weather. Their cars are kept in excellent condit'on 

a:1d they seldom have to abandon a chase because of engine failure .or 

other breakdowns. The police, therefore, consider that their drivers are 
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far more experienced in high-speed driving than the majority of crim

inals. Their method for stopping escaping criminals is based on this 

assumption and on the fact that, because they also have the PSYCDolog;cal 
, . 

advantage whi ch the hunter always has over the hunted, they are much 

1ess like'ly to get excited and to make mistakes which, in' high-speed 

driving, might ~e fatal. 

Instead, therefore, of using s'hock tactics such as crashing into 

the criminal's. car or trying to puncture his tires, the police simply 

IItail ll the escaping car. If he refuses to stop, they make no ,effort t,o 

overtake him or to edge him into the side of the road; they simply keep 

close behind the criminal where he can see them in his driving mirror 

and they follow each move he makes. If he 'slows down, the police slow 

down, if he .accelerates, the police accelerate" aiming always to keep 

themselves in full view of the criminal. Sooner or later, the criminal 

loses his head and either stops of his own accord or begins to take 

greater risks thtin he shaul d and eventually crashes. All the pol ice 

then have to do is to step in and pick up the pieces without further 

risk to themselves or their cars. 

'ria have quoted thi s excerpt at such 1 ength because in some regards it . 
capt!.!res a spirit that, our studies indicate, too often is not present in 

confron:a:tions which result in the employment of lethal force, a spirit of 

patience and self-confidence. We suspect that the same attitude of impatience 

~ay con~ribute in some measure to the rather primitive state of technological 

conditions in regard to the availability of non-lethal weapons for law en-

forcement today_ 

Most certainly, given the small a~ount of roo~ for error or maneuver in 

many cases involving the potential for lethal conclusions, the de:iiands of a 
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pol ice officer for a protective device that will both incapacitate a foe and 

protect the officer are not readily met. A weapon as sure and as effective 

as a g.un to demobil ;ze an opponent appears to be essential if it is to achie've 

the support of line officers in situations other than those where the officer 

has pl enty of time and pl enty of envi ronmenta 1 securi ty. Otherwi se , the 

increased margin of danger for the officers is not apt to prove tolerable or 

to be tolerated. 

. The ideal kind of non-lethal weapon presumably would employ an ag,ent., 

such as a chemical, which on impact would produce' a numbing or otherwise 

disabling effect. The effect would have to be instantaneous if the officer 

were in immedi ate danger. Thi ngs such as tea r gas used agai nst .a dangerous 
I 

crimina'j might well lead to the random firing of a weapon and even more 

serious threat than nonactiol1. The best agent undoubtedly would .be one that 

is absorbed immediately into the body through the skin. But such projectiles 

would have to penetrate clothing and not be as ~angerous as bullets. There 

is, of course, a~ways the risk of producing such effects as blinding, .but 

thls would seem ~referable to the much more fearsome likely out~omes of gun 

use. 

We might again~ though, illustrate both the danger of some new weapons, 

and tne tone in which such danger is set forth by officers, through a quota-

tion of a review of the assets and demerits of a dart that has been advocated 

tor police work. The dart is attached to a charge that shocks its recipient 

into temporary incapacity. The com~ent reads (Prickles, 1981): 

With little control over where the dart projectile will 

strike, you can imagine the public outcry when the news-

papers print the story of how you subdued some belligerant 

clown by implanting one dart in his eyeball and the other 



345 

in the head of his penis ••• and applied the 50,OOo-volt 

pulsating charge? Don't write off the possibility. 

Face and groin make up a respectable percentage of the 

total target area. 

Absent a proje.c,tile that can be propelled directly into the body~ there 

remains 'the possiblity of a chemical, along th~ lines of tear gas. that would 

produCE the same effect. Obviously, there are complications in regard to use 

of such an agent in a one-to~one confrontation in which the opponent is not 

in a sit~ation that bounds his movement. 

Two more items are worth mentioning in these introductory remarks. 

, Firs~, consideration always needs to be given to the fact that any non-lethal 

~eapon employed by law enforcement has the poss;b~lity of being incorporated 

into the arsenal of law enforcement's opponents. In fact, the inevitability 

of such tn outcome has to be taken for granted. It is fine to say that it is, 

somethin~ of an advance' when outlaws who ordinarily would shoot to death 

persons they intended to rob or otherwise do in instead will only incapacitate 

them if they employ the newer weaponry. But it is also not unlikely that 

'persons who restrained from crime, or certain types of crime, because they 

did not want .to take the consequencE!s of 1 ethal outc.omes m; ght now be en

coura;:d to embark upon criminal careers or to extend their range of activi

tias i~ this sphere. 

l~ addition, the appearance of non-lethal weapons always can lead to law 

enfcrcene,t use when lesser tactics might have sufficed. What;s the point 

in was:ing time trying to talk down a youngste~ on a psychedelic drug when he 

can be readily subdued by the use of an incapacitating agent? A fo~er police 

officer testifies to this phenomenon (Pickles, 1981): 

Do you remember when ~ace first hit the law enforcement 
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scene? Then you must remember how many officers overused 

it. It was nonlethal, so most adop~ad a "what the hell" 

attitude. For a short while it was used not just as a 

substitute for the nightstick, but even a~ a SUbstitute 

for your hands. "Hell J why get dirty. Mace the jerk," 

was-the common phrase. 

The fall owi ng pages consi der some of the products that have in recent 

times come onto the market for the purpose of allowing. the police to avoid 

use of lethal weapons, yet nonetheless to accompl ish theif"purposes satis-

factor; ly. We .have relied heavily in this review upon the .work of the Plan-
... 

ning and Research Division of the Los Angeles Police .Dep'artment (1980), 
I 

Captain Quintin Villanueva, Commanding Officer, because that agency carried 

out the most comprehens; ve rev; ew of the subject we have located. We wi 11 

suppl ement the Los Angeles report wi th other i nfonnat i Or! where appropri ate. 

A fundamental problem in regard to non-le-thal weapons is that it is 

impossible for the average officer to have available to him an entire arsenal' 

of equipment and then to carefully weigh the situation and select that item 

that is most appropriate. Where there is time for planning and room for 

man~~~ering, it is possible to have availabl~ at headquarters diverse weapons 

. . .. b wn-;cn can e brought up and used to resolve a situation. But for most offi-

cers -:he press i ng need is for a weapon to handl e what they regard as the 

mas~ da~gerous situation for'them and other3: a threatening, armed, advancing 

opponent. If the opponent is armed with other than a gun or using anything 
. 

tha: will not be hurled, then the attack could be countered with objects that 

work at a distance without jeopardizing the officer; otherwise, somethlng 

that crosses space rapidly is essentia.1. In addition, there is a whole area 
. 

of riot control in which large numbers of policemen tend to be threatened by 

groups of people, and the aim primarily is to disperse these crowds. Another 
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common situation calling for somewhat different response involves mentally 

agitat~d or psychotic persons who are most dangerous !:lecause there is no 

knowing what they might do next. 

A useful breakdown of situations which might call for different kinds of 

weapons is that provided by the u.s. Army H~Jman Engineering Laboratory (1975), 

locateci in Ma ryl and at the Aberdeen Pr'ovi nlJ GrGund whi ch exami nes non·l etha 1 

(or Tess-lethal, as the Army c.alls them) weapons in regard to: (1) the one

on-one situation; (2) a barricade and hostage situation; (3) a suspect 

fleeing on· foot; and (4) dispersal ot a crowd. The Army group also has 

considered appropriate weapons for three prison scenarios, the first involving 

. an assa ul t on pri son offi cers, the second a r; ot in the pri son d.i ni ng room 

area, and the third a prison riot with hostages. 

The mast important conclusion of this introduction mvst be spelled out 

before we move on to a detailed inventory of same existing non-lethal weapons. 

There does not exist in the arsenal of police arms today a weapon that 

satisfactori1y replaces the revolver for all situations in which there is the 

potential for lethal consequences in a confrontation between an antagonist 
. 
and an officer. There are weapons better than guns, in terms of their poten-

~ial reduction of harm and danger, which are available for particular kinds "';"';"--';"~ ___________ b"'I __ I __________ ':"---';"~ ___ _ 

of sf:uations, but each has severe limitations for a large number of other 

A. Th!~ Taser Gun. More discussion in the police literature tuday ;s 
. 
directed toward an evaluation of the merits and deficiencies of the Taser gun 

than any other non-lethal weapon. It is the idea of the weapon more than its 

current usefulness that seems to underlie the attention. the Taser is a dart 

gun that fires two electric charges that send 50,000 volts through the person 

hit by the dart. This will knock the person down and presu~a~ly stun him or 
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her for a long enough period to allow the police to move in. The Taser 

employs barbed darts [earlier models of the gun \~ere difficult to grip and 

teste~3 reported no better than 50 percent accuracy in hitting a stationary 

target) in this case. animals at relatively close range]. A review in the 

Police Product News (Pickles, 1981, p. 57) reported that "projectile' flight 
, 

is unpredictat .. le and unreliable ••• A moving mart would be a very difficult 

target. 11 Aim ts aided by the use of a flashlight attached to the weapon that 

points to the direction that the projectile will presumabl" t.ake, but the 

product reviewer found firing in broad daylight difficult. The Taser unit is 

described by the Los Angeles Police Department this wa~ (1980, p. 9): 

••• a handheld, flashlight-shaped, plastic body, nine 

inches long, with a 2 x 3 face containing an electrical 

supply unit into which plastic casettes are inserted. 

Each casette consists of two insulated IS-foot wires 

with weighted barbs 3/8-inch in length. TASER costs 

about $ISO per unit. 

The gun operates at a maximum distance of 15 feet. The barbs are ex

pellec by an.explosion created,by four-fifths of a grain of s~okeless powder. 

This :harge ';s responsible for the Taser being classified as a firearm by 

the 'f02,:era 1 Bureau of Al cohol, Tobacco and Fi rear:ns. Soth barbs must make 

corr~ac: witn the target to complete the electrical circuit. Then a low 

a~pcra;e, high voltage curreht is carried into the barbs via insulated wires. 

The ct;.:-rent is harmless, even to persons vdth heart disease and those who 

are wea~ing pacenakers. 

Early models of Taser were rejected by the Los ;ngeles Police Department 

as "technically unsound and mechanically unrelia!:>le." Irl late 1979, however, 

the Depart:1ent conducted a gO-day field test of the \<t'ea;:>on and fou.,d it 
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satisfactory, mainly against "extre~ely violent ~entals and drug-crazed 

suspects." The weapon was employed 26 times during the field test, w;:h five 

fa i 1 ures. Two of the fa i 1 ures were because the' suspects I c:1othes were more 

than two inches thick and the barbs did not penetrate; one failure resulted 

flom hsuffi c; ent dart spread because the weapon was emp' oyed too c:1 ose. to 

the person against whom it was used. A third was a technical problem, since 

correC':ed, and the last was the result of oparator error.' The Los Angeles 

Pol ice ~epartment now has Taser units deployed in its field offices for 

appropriate use. 

It should be noted that a 1976 examination of the Taser gun reported the 

main c"riticism was that in the hands of criminals it can cause death by 

indirect means in such a way that it would be 'extremely difficult for a 

coroner to determine the actual cause of the death (Show, 1976). 

8. Capture Net. The capture net is, as its name implies, a net used 

for the apprehension of persons who can be ensnared within its folds. Obvi

ously, it will not do for an armed confrontation. The net has been used 

since 1980 by the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department to handle persons under 
• 

'the influence of drugs. The net is attached to six-foot aluminum poles so 

that '1 tis not necessary to approach too c1 ose to the subject. The pol es 
.. 

cone ~r. three-foot sections that can be placed in a nylon bag. At times, 

fire eX:~iiguishers are employed to distract the person against whom the 

captur~ attempt is directed so that the net can be employed more effectively. 

In New Ycrk, the Emergency Service unit, which employs the Capture Net, 

often will use loud noise or sudden bright 1 ights to frighten and disorient 

suspec':s before the net is brought into play. ihe Los Angeles Sheriff's 

Oepartinent reports effective use on a prisoner who had gone berserk in jail, 

as well as a man who assaulted his wife and then sought refuge in the garage. 
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Oes;:>ite the ~confining space, the net proved successful in capturing him 

(MJrrison, 1981). 

Reports of use of the Capture Nat in the New York press led to rebukes 

fror.1 civil rights groups as well as the Legal Advocacy Committee of the 

Natronal Mental Health Association. The news story had pictures of an officer 

empl oyi ng the "net pcil es to prod a suspect who was be; ng dragged. For some 

civil libertarians, the Capture Net seems too similar to the manner in which 

animals are .dealt with. The police take a l~ss (or perhaps more) sentimental' 

view. The pub'lic information office of the Sheriff's department notes: 

We don't want to use deadly force, and a net is a ,good 

alternative to it in many cases •. It depends on the 
I 

circumstances. Obviously we aren't going to let some 

innocent person be injured while we're waiting for the 

net to arrive. 

Another offtcer put the matter more tersely, "It's better to scare them 

than to scrape them off the floor." 

The Los Angeles inventory of non-lethal weapons describes the Capture 

Net in the following manner (L_A. Police Department, 1980, p. 25): 

••• a circular net of nylon cord. Draw ropes extend 

around the circumference of the net~ enabling two people 

pulling in opposite directions to close the net around a 

person trapped within it. Capture Net weighs 19 pounds 

and costs about S300 per unit. 
. 

The effect of the net is, the L.A. manual indicates, "containment and 

imi.lobilization." It requires trw officers to throw the net, a third 'to 

distract the subject. The usage is de$cribed in the following terms by the 

L.A. group: lI~hen the suspect ;s covered with 'the net the draw ropes are 
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pulled and the nl:t envelopes the suspect. Other means can then be used to 

sub due the sus pee t wit h i nth e net. II Th e L. A. P • 0 • did not ado p t the net, 

noting that in simulation testing "it proved to be ineffective on uncoopera-

tive subjects when no fire extinguisher was used." 

c. Monadnoek.. Monadnock is a 24-; nch baton wi th a fi ve-; neh handl e 

that orotrudes perpendicular to the m~in shaft at a point two inches from one 

end. The baton is swung by 'the protruding handle. It weighs about 27 ounces, 

1S made of a high-test plastic compund, and costs about $15. The advantage 

over the regular baton is that the weapon may better be used for both offen

sive and defensive purposes. 

pther advantages of the weapon over the standard baton is the fact that 
I 

it appears to increase the confidence and effectiveness of, sma11er officers, 

according to the Los Angeles Police Departrr.ent review. The weapon is also 

considered valuable because it is difficult to e~ploy it to strike an indi

vidual above the shoulder, thereby greatly reducing the pot.ential for head 

injuries. Training methods emphasize that the Monadnock should be directed 

at body areas below the shoulders. 

D. Chemical Shield. The chemical shield is constituted of one percent 

CS iercsol liquid s~ray. The canister is about five inches long, lightweight, . 
and \.:s'.;ally ;s carried on the standard equipment belt. The chemical is 

sprajeC into the face of the suspect, and the gas causes painful irritation 

to the eyes, nose, and throat. The Shield equipment can propel the spray up 
. 
to 15 feet. Use;s generally restricted to narcotics suc~ects who are behav-

ing in a violent manner and persons deemed to be Iilen~ally disordered. Field 

reports from around the United States indicate that the Chemical Shield is 

more effective than Mace 1n incapacitating persons. A ttstament fror.\ the 
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Sheriff's Department in Tarrant County, Texas, captures ihe common reponse of 

agencies who have used Chemical Shield (L.A. Police Department, 1980, p. 7),: 

Works very fast and enables officers to subdue suspects 

without harm to themselves ••• no permanent change to 

suspects ••• works on everyone where Mace sometimes didn't • 
. 

More poi",ted is the comment from the pol ice department in Groton Long 

Poin~, Connecticut: " ••• stops suspects dead in their tracks." 

Among the di sadvantages is the fact tha e the gas must di sperse before 

the prisoner can be transported, and that the agent can be wafted over a wide 

area if there ;s a wind current, so that i't sometimes becomes difficult to 
-. 

avoid transferring the effects to officers and bystanders • . 
riel d tested for 90 days by the Los Angeles Pol ice Departlnerlt in 1 ate 

1980, Chemical Shield was founa to produce desired results in 70 percent of 

the cases. The effects on an assailant or potential assailant \i~re found to 

be the following: (1) extreme tearing and discomfort to the eyes with invol

untary closure; (2) tightness of chest and thro.atj (3) extreme nasal dis

charge; (4) stinging or burning sensation on skin areas; (5) headach, vertigo, 

disorientation; and (6) inabi1ity to take effective action. The fifth, of 

cours:,;s a consequence of the preceding four physiologica1 reactions to 

E. Leg Grabber. The Leg Grabber is a scissors-like clar.tping device 

that 1S affixed to the end bf a pole. A control mechanism on the' handle of 

the Dole allows the operator to open and close the clamps. The Leg Grabber 

is approximately eight feet long and resembles a tree trimmer. Obviously, 

the aim of its use is to subdue a suspect by grabbing his legs with the clamps 

while the officers rer:1ain at a safe .distance. Use of the device usually 
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requires the involvement of three officers: t\·/o with Leg Grab~ers, and a 

third to distract the person, sOMetimes by prodding !t him with a long pole. 

F. Action Chain Control (,'f-f). The ACe is a device made of two seven-

foot poles connected by a mesh of three-foot long chains. Two persons lJse 

the instrument by thrusting its ends past the suspect's legs and then scis

soring ~,"e poles behind his legs. When users apply outward pressure, the 

suspe:t' 5 I egs will be sei zed between the pol es and the chai ns, thereby 

immobilizing them. 

G. the Source~ The Source is a rechargeable 13-inch flashlight which 

contains an electrically charged contact pOint at the butt end. When an 

, off; ~er touches a suspect with the contacts and pushes a button, a pai nful 

• 

ultrasonic low amperage current is emitted. 
, 

It causes re fl exive withdrawal 

from intense ~ain, which can be inflicted through light clothing, such as a 

sports coat and shirt. Prolonged use, such as 15 to 20 seconds, can lead to 

minor burning at the co~tact point. The Source is regarded as the superior 

of nightstick and kel-lite usages in regarc.' to the lesser lasting injury 

inflicted. The effect of The Source is said to be like Ita shot of static 

electricity, much the same as you'd get from sliding your feet along the 

carpe: and touching someone, only-highly intensified" (Weller, 1931, p. 46). 

Ther~ is an automatic shutoff after about one-tenth of a second of contact, 

anc tie usar has to pres~ the switch again to re-prod the person against whom 

the Weapo~ is being employed. 

H. Mace/Curb. Mace and Curb are similar eN aerosol liquid sprays. 

They are sprayed into the face of th8 suspect. Released gas causes intense 

irritation to the eyes, nose, and throat The weapon is widely used, despite 

SO:":1: indication from the U.S. Surgeon General that there might be undue 

1 astir'lg effects from Mace. Departments throughout the nation do not report 
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civil suits involving the age~t, nor known medical problems. There is evi

dence that Mace and Curb are ~Dt effective against some intoxicated persons. 

Disadvantages are virtually the same as those reported above for Chemical 

Shie1d • 

I. The Iron Claw. The Iron Claw is a metal wrist clamp resembling an 

oversized handcuf'f.' It;s attached to a torque handle that allows the officer 

to open and clo~e the clamp. It is designed to create discomfort in a sus

pect's wrist and by this means to induce cooperation and movement. It is used· 

primarily on "passive resi'sters," according to the I:os'· Angeles report. 

J. 'ParalYz~. The Paralyzer involves the use of ,a. two percent CS 

haerosol liquid spray. The aerosol canister is about 'five inches long" 

lightweight, and usually carried on the standard police equipment belt,. It 

is sprayed into the face of, the suspect, and can be effecti ve 'for about 18 

feet. As with similar agents, the result is irritation of eyes, nose, and 

thoat. The Denver Pol ice Department reports that Par,alyzer. had "greater 

stopping effect than Mace." 

K. Waist Grabber. The Waist Grabber is a hom~made device constructed 

of com~on plumbing pipe seven,feet l(~g with two-foot-wide jaws at one end. 

It ~esembles a miniature football goal :ost. It is a containment device used 

to p~n a suspect to a wall. Its advantages are obvious; its shortcomings 

equa n y ~e If-evi dent. The Los Arise 1 es report concl udes, reasonably enough, 

tha-: ii: is "useful in limi"te'd circuP1stances. 1I 

L. 8lunt trauma projectiles. The Chicago Law Enforcement Study Group 
, 

review ~f non-lethal weapons notes a type that fires small fabric bags filled 

with rletal shot (bean bags) or some similar material. An engineer al so lias 

developed'a new type of blunt traU:ia weapon in'w~ich d soft rubber ring is 

fired fron a special launcher affixed to a s:ar'\dard 1':-15 rifle and claims 
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that it overComes many of the accuracy and physical injury pro:,l ems of the 

bean bags. He described his projecti1es as "aerodynamic bagels." Reviewi.lg 

such weapons in general, the Chicago Group concluded that they are CiU8SY to 

hand!:, significantly less accurate than a .38 calibre revolver, and inflict 

duma,;; to internal organs without necessarily displaying skin damage, thus 

raising an obstacle to medical treatment (Geller and Karates, 1981). 

In conclusion, the thoroughgoing review of the surprisingly small number 

of non ... l ethal weapons now in use, or proposed in the United States that was 

conducted by the Los Angeles Police Department comes to the fo1lowing reasoned 

and reasonable conclusion (p. 7): 

Clearly each of these devices could be useful in certain 

situations. 
, . 

However, it is just this determinate nature 

that makes them impractical for wide usage. As an addi

tional indication of their impracticality, the Action 

Chain Control ~ Leg Grabber, and Waist Grabber will not 

even fit into a patrol car and thus have to be deployed 

'specially for certain confrontations. Further, many 

of the cevices require up to four officers to use. With 

the possible exception of the Taser (the reliability of 
.. 

which is sti1l in question) none could be considered 

effective against an opponent armed with a firearm and 

some of the devices are not suitable defense against any 

kind of opponent weaponry_ 

In conclusion, the wide usage of non-lethal weapons 

as replacements for lethal ones is not in the foreseeable 

future. Until the time that new devices are developed 
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and/or current mod~ls refined, the role of less-than

lethal weapons will cont;nu~ to be relegated for usage in 

special situations' only. Clearly this is an area demand

ing further exploration. 

There is no gainsaying the accuracy of this summary, nor any arguing 

with i:he last-sentence conclusion. More work assuredly needs to be done. 

What seeQS su~prising, though, is the sparse results that have be~n obtained 

to da.te. In our introductory pages) we suggested a number of possibleexp1a", 

nations for this condition, most particularly the relative ,disinterest of the 

military in non-lethal weapons and the reststance of law enforcement to the 

subj ect, that is, the low pri ority the matter has on pol ice agendas. 80th 
, 

conditions are thoroughly understandable, but unfortunat~. It appears" 
I 

indeed, that the maj or thrust toward exami nat; on of non-' ethal al ternatives 

to the use of deadly fOrce has come -from the pro1 i feration of civil suits 

against the nation's law enforcement agencie:;, that have been concomitant 

with the recourse to court actions for medical mal practice,' civil rights. 

violations, and similar real o. assumed .assaults against citizens by more 

powerful forces. 

We can reiterate our own, disappointment in regard to the unimaginative 

and i~mited arsenal of weapons that might take some of the pressure off the 

police 1:1 potentially lethal confrontations. -.This is a nation far:1ed for its 

tinke:-'~;'Ig, its almost Rube ,Goldberg preoccupation with newer kinds of mouse

traps c:d r.1arvelous consumer products, and its enormous engineering skill s. 

It is a nation that sometimes seems to regard the winning of Nobel Prizes in 

the sciences as its monopoly. It seems reasonable to suggest that the absence 

of be~e:- non-1 ethal weapons for 1 aw enforce::1ent to a considerabl e extent 

must refiect an unfortunate failure t9 direct energy and resources to the 

matter . 



APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW FORM: POLITICAL LEADER 



... ' • _ ....... _. • ... ~ t ........ ':"' •• __ • __ 

Code ______ _ 

I. General Background of Police Department's Use of Deadly 

Force Pol; cy 

1. How long have you been actively involved in politics in 
(city)? 

2a. How would you describe your political role in 
_____________ (city)? 

2b. How do' your duties touch on issues related to police 
deadly force? 

3. How generally do specific political groups in the 
community regard the police department? (Try to get S 
to specify opinion of specific groups toward police 
depa rtment • ) . 

4a. Which political groups or agencies that you know of have 
publicly expressed the strongest concerns abou: police 
policy in the area of deadly force? 

4b. Explain. 
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Sa. What official actions have been taken regaFding police 
deadly force by political groups in ? 

5b. When did these actions occur? 

.. 
5c. Wrrat was impact of these actions? 

6a. What types of political actions"have you personally 
initi·ated that directly affect police policy? 

6b. When did these occur? 

7. What was impact of these actions? 

rl. Police Shooting Policy - Political View . 

1. How would you describe the present police shooting 
policy regulating deadly force? .. 

2a. What specific changes in deadly force policy have occurred 
in the past three years? 
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2b. What has been impact of these changes? . 

3a. What systematic political efforts have been made to 
influence policy in this area? 

3b. When did these efforts occur? 

3c. What was impact of these efforts? 

4a. Have there been any major legal actions which ~ight have 
effected police uses of deadly force (suits, liability 
actions, etc.)? 

4b. When did these occur? 

4c. What was impact of these legal actions? 

"Sa. What changes in the community at large might explain 
increases (or decreases) in police use of deadly force? 

Sb. Expl ai n. 
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6a. What public speeches or statements have ~ personally 
made in regard to police uses of deadly rorce? 

6b. When did these occur? 

6c. What was impact of these speeches (or statements)? 

7a. What major political changes have occurred in the past 
three years? 

7b. When did these occur? (Power realliances, deaths of major 
officials, scandals, etc.) 

7c. What has been impact of these changes? 

III. Patticular Controversial Shooting Incidents 

la. Have there been any particular controversial shooting incidents 
Tn ? 

lb. When did these occur? List. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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2. What did you see as the general political implications 
of the aftermath of these incidents? 

(INTERVIEWER PICK ONE CASE AT A TIME) 

3. How did different political groups respond to the police 
handling of this incident? 

4. How did different political groups respond to the legal 
handling of this case? 

5. How did different political groups respond to the 
incident itself? 

6a. Were some political groups publicly supportive of the 
officers in the shooting or the manner in which the 
incident was handled? 

6b. Expla;n~ 

7a. Were there any major public political meetings in which 
this incident was discussed? 

\ 
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7b. Could you describe them? 

, 
7c. When did they occur? 

-------------------------------------------------
8. What was impact, if any, of these meetings? 

-----------------------------------------------------

IV. Major Police Policy Changes 

la. Have there been any recent major police deadly force 
policy changes which you feel will effect deadly 
force by the department? 

lb. Explain. 

2a. Who initiated these changes? 

2b. Explain. 

3. Who opposed them? 
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4. Do you believe there has been an increase or decrease in 
police use of deadly force in the past three years? 

5. To what do you attribute these changes? 

6. Is there anything else you would like to share about 
~olice use of force in (city)? 

7. Do you have any suggestions as to other persons involved 
in politics we might contact who are knowledgeable or 
influential about police deadly force in ? 

THANK YOU 



APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW FORM: COMMUNITY LEADERS 
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- -------~~~~~~~-------~-

. . ... __ M._ .......... ..-.......: ............ 

Code -------
I. General Community Response Toward Police Department's 

Deadly Force Policy --

1. How long have you been actively involved in community 
affairs in (city)? 

2. How would you describe your role in the community? 

3. How generally do other groups in the community regard the 
police deadly force policy? (Try to get C.L. to specify 
opinions of specific groups and other leaders toward 
police deadly force policy.) 

4a. Which community groUps that you know of have publicly 
expressed the strongest concerns about police policy in 
area of deadly force? 

4b.' E"xplain. 

Sa. What direct actions have been taken by com~unity groups 
regarding police use of deadly force? 

Sb. When did these actions occur? 

------.1' .. -----------------
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5e. Did these actions have any impact? 

6a. ~!hat types of communi ty act ions ha ve ~ taken in 
regard to police deadly force? 

.. 
6b. When were these actions taken? 

6e. Did they have any impact? 

II. Police,Shooting Policy: Community View 

1. How would you describe the shooting policy of the 
police department? ---"""'----------

2a. What changes in police shboting policy have occurr~d in 
past s€veral years? 

2b. ~hat was impact of these policy changes upon loca~ 
community groups? 
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3. How did different community leaders respond to these 
changes? 

- ... _--------.. -,-------------

,. T T 1. ....... Particular Controversial Shooting Incidents 

lao Have there been any particular controversial shooting 
incidents in ? 

---.~--------------------------------------------
lb. When did these occur? List. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

lc. What has been the general impact of these'controversial 
shootings upon the community and community groups? 

2a. How did the chief or departm~nt handle the 
incident? --------

2b. How did different community groups respond to police 
handling of the incident? 

3a. Was there ever any legal action as a result of the incident? 



--- ----- --------------

\ 
B-4 

3b. How did organized community groups respond to the 
legal handling of incident? 

3c. What was impact cf their responses to the legal handling 
of the incident? 

4a. Was there conflict among different minority ~roups in 
terms of their "response to this incident? 

4b. How about the deadly force issue as a whole? 

Sa. Were there any street protests or disturbances regarding 
this incident? 

Sb. Which groups became involved? 

Sc. Were you parsonally involved? 

Sd. When did these occur? 

6a. Were there any major public meetings in which this 
incident was discussed? 

-----------------------,-
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6b. Could you describe them? 

6c. When did they occur? 

7. What was impact, if any, of these meetings? 

8. Did community leaders meet with the chief regarding the 
incident? 

IV. Major Policy Changes in Police Deadly Force 

la. Have there been any recent major police policy changes 
(patrol patterns, hiring, community relations, etc.) 
which you feel wil r affect deadly force by the dep<lrtment? 

• 
lb. Explain. 

lc. What was impact, if any, of these changes? 

2. Who initiated these changes? 

_. ' •••. _ .... _ •• ..... .:... .... _ ... ..:.;.n~ .•. of 
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3. What have been different community groupsl resp0nses 
to these changes? 

Can you suggest any other factors in the community which might 
possibly ha~e affected police uses of deadly force in ______ _ 

? ----------------------------------------------------

Do you have any suggestions as to other community persons we might 
contact who are knowlegeable or influential about police use of 
dsadly force policy in ? 

THANK YOU 
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Code ------
I. General Background of Police Department's Deadly Force Po~ 

1. How long have you been associated with 
(pol ice department)? --------

2. How would you de$cribe your role in 
(pol ice department)? ---------

3. How familiar are you with the department's deadly force policy? 

4. Could you generally describe it for me? -------

5. How do different groups in the community generally regard this 
policy? (Try to get S to specify opinion of specific groups 
toward police department.) 

6. Which persons or groups do you see expressing the greatest 
public concern with the police policy and practice of deadly 
force? 

II. Present Deadly Force Policy 

1. How has the present use of deadly force policy evolved? 

2. How is it different from earlier policy? 

\ 
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3. When did the deadly force policy change? 

4. What specific changes in deadly force policy have occurred in 
the past three years? 

4a. What seems to have been the impact of these policy change~? 

5. Which persons or groups helped initiate this present policy? 

----_ ......... ' -,------------------

6a. Were there any major police contr.ov·ersies or tensions among 
different groups wi thi n the department over the deadly f.orce 
policy? (unions, legal advisors, heads of divisions, etc.) 

=6b. What seems to have -been the impact of this controversy? 

7a. When specifically did these controversies surface? 

7b. Which different groups within the department were involved? 

8a. Did any of these groups'take any legal actions to change the 
department's deadly force po~icy? 

ab. When did these actions occur? 
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8e. What was the impact, if any, of these legal actions? 

III. Particular Controversial Shooting Incidents and Aftermaths 

1. Have there been any recent controversial shooting incidents in 

--------------------------------------------------

2. Could you describe this (these) incident(s)? 

3. ~ When did these occur? List: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

(INTERVIEWER PICK ONE CASE AT A TIME) 

1. How did th(;! department handle the ..,.-....,...,.._'""':""!"' ___ ~~~, 
incident? How did various groups in the city respond to the 

• manner in which the incident was handled? Was there a major 
controversy about this incident? 

2. How did the police urlion respond? 

? 
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3. Was there conf' ict among different pol itical or .community 
grouns in tenns of their response to this inrident? 

4a. Were ther-e any major public meetings in which this incident 
was discussed? 

4b. Could you describe them? 

4c. When did they occur? 

4d. What was impact of these meetings? 

Sa. Were there any major street demonstrations as an aftermath of 
the shooting? 

Sb. When did th~se occur? 

-Sc. What happened? 

IV. Major Policy Changes 

lao Have there been any recent major policy changes (~n tactics, 
review policies, administrative changes, etc.) 

lb. Explain. 

----~---~ 
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lc. When did these occur? 

2a. Who initiated these changes? 

2b. Explain. 

3a. Who has opposed them? 

3b. Explain. 

4. Do you believe that use of deadly force has increased or 
decreased in the past three years? 

5. To what do you attr1bute these changes? 

6. Is there anything else you would like to share about police 
uses of deadly force in (city)? • 

-----------------------------------------------
7. Do you have suggestions as to other persons we might contact 

who are knowledgeable or influential about deadly force policy 
in ? 

THANK YOU 



-------------------------------------

APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW FORM: INTERVIEWS OF SHOOTERS AND 

NON-SHOOTERS 

.. 
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.. 
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,- ..... !'; •. !~.- ....... . ... ' ~' 
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Incident Code ------
(If more than one officer is involved 
use consecutive lettering after incident code) 

DEADLY FORCE INCIDENT 
DEBRIEFING INTERVIEW 

SECTIONS 

1. Introduction 

II. Activity Prior to Incident 

II I. Initial Contact 

IV. Transactions with Subject 

v. Final Frame 

V(a) Shooters 

V(b) Non-Shooters 

VI. Aftermath and rnsights 

Section l: Introctllction 

.. . 

\~e understand that you were in an incident that involv~d (or could have 
involved) the use of deadly force. [Describe incident.] We would like to 
ask you some questions about it. Your answers will be treated in the strict
est of confidence. He w'jll identify your responses only by number. 

, 
Section II: Activity Prior to Incident 

A. How would you characterize your week immediately prior to the 
incident'2 

1. Unusually quiet -"-
2. r10derateTy qui et 

3. Normal 

4. Moderately busy 

5. Unusually busy 
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B. What events caused you to characterize your week in this manner? 

. 
C. What activity we.re you eng,Jged in at the time of your becoming 

aware of th~ incident? 

1 .. General patrol 

2. Specialized patrol 

3. Plainclothes .. Decoy 

4. Stake out 

5 .. Traffic law enforcement 

6. Investigation (warrant or apprehension) 

7. Off duty 

8. Other 
(name) 

D. Were you working alone or with other off1cers? 
If with other officers, how many? -------
Was a backup called? Automatically sent? ___ 

E. What was your relationship with the officer or officers that you 
were working with at the time of the incident? 

1. Regular partner 

2. Occasional partner 

3. New. partner 

4. Trainee or rookie 

5. Other 
(name) -I."~ 

,.' 

• 
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F. How confident were you in the ability of the officer or officers 
that you were working with to handle a crisis incident? 

__ 1. Very confident 

2. Somewhat confident --
3. Unsure --

. 4. Not part i cul arly confi dent --
5. Not confident at all --

G. How did you become involved in the incident? 

1. Dispatched . -' 

2. Citizen contact --
3. Officer initiated 

4. Assignment 

5. Obsarvation 

S. Other 
(name) 

H. What were the circumstances that required police attention, e~g., 
type of case-,·robbery in prClgress, burgl ary, domestic di spute; 
type of ~ction--field interrogation, follow-up on all-points 
bulletin; type of assignments--stake out, decoy, surveillance;: 
type of observation--hear shots or screams, see fight? 

----- ,----------------------,"--

----.-----,---~------------------------------

f. What information did you have about the subject at this point? 

------



\ 
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J. Had you ever encountered the partlcular individual in the 
incident? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If ye~, did anything unusual occur? Describe • 

. . 

K. Had you ever personally answered a call in this area? 

1. Yes --
2. No' --

If yes, did anythi n9 unusual occur? . Oescri be • 

.. =: 

__ ~ ______________________ l_"' ________________________ __ 

,L. Based on this information were you aware that this situation might 
involve a pGssible use of dendly force? 

1. No awareness of risk --
Z. Some awareness of risk --
3. A sense that this might possibly be a use of deadly 

-- force situation 

4~ A ~ense that this would probably be a possible use -- of deadly force situation 

__ 5. A sense that this would almost certainly be a possible 
use of deadly force situation 
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M. How would you rate the neighborhood of the call in terms of the 
risk of violence? 

1. Low risk 

2. Moderate risk 

3. Ambi guous, risk 

. 4 • High risk .. 
5. Very high ri sk 

N. Did you make any plans prior to arrival on the scene? 

1. Yes --
__ 2. No 

If yes, describe. 

o. Could you describe your notion of what you would encounter during 
the episode? 

Section III: Initial Contact 

A. Upon arriving on the scene what did you observe? 

-----------------------------------------------------



B. Did these observations and information offered by other officers 
on scene (or citizens) contradict or support information received 
earlier? 

C. 

.0. 

-- 1. Completely contradicted earlier information 

2. Modified earlier information --
3. Partially modified earlier information 

-- 4. Generally supported earlier information 

-- 5. Almost completely supported earlier information 

What was the subject physically ~oing when you first encountered 
him/her? 

1. Running 

2. Hiding --
3. Retreating 

4. Standing 

5. -Movi n9 forward 

6. ThreQtening 
-:,."-

7. Attacking 

B. Other 
(name) 

Did this person appear to be armed? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Uncertain 
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E. What did he/she appear to be armed with? 

1. Club 

2. Stick 

3. Kni fe 

4. Pistol 

- 5. Ri fl e 

6. Shotgun 

7. Other 
(name) ........ 

F. What was the apparent emotional state of the subject? . . 
10 Calm 

2. Agitated 

3. Angry 

4. Insane 

5. Friendly 

6. Other 
(name) 

7. Uncertain 

G. Did you perceive that alcohol or narcotics was effecting his/her 
behavior? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If yes, describe~ . --------------------------------------



H. Upon encountering the subject, how much of a threaat to you or 
others did you ?ssess him/her to be? 

1.. No threat --
2. Possible threat --
3. Probable threat --
4. Almost certaint threat --
s. Unce rta in --

I.. Bas~d on these initi.al impressi.ons, what action(s) did you tke? 
(Indicate as many items as are relevant.) 

1. None --
2. Maintain Yi~ilance 

'. 3. Apprehend the suspect 

4. Tried to engage the participant in conversation 
-- 5. Unholstsr weapon 

-- 6. Point weapon 

7. Take cover --
8. Call for additional assistance --

__ 9. Other ---""r--~~--------------(name) 

J. Did you work through a tactical plan at this point to deal with 
the subject? 

-- 1. No plan 

__ 2. A parti al pl an 

__ 3. Comprehensive plan 

If there was a plan, what was it? 
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K. At this point in the incident, were you aware this was a possible 
use of deadly force situation? 

1. No awareness of ri sk --
2. Some awareness of risk --
3. A sense that this might be a possible use of deadly 

-- force situation. 

- 4. A sense that this would be a strongly probable use of 
-- deadly force situation 

5. A sense that this would almost certainly be a use of 
-- deadly force situation 

Section IV: Transactions wfth Subject(s) ..... -

I 

A. After confronting the subject, how far apart were .you? (Estimate) 

1. Less than 10 feet --
2. Ten to 20 feet 

3. Twenty to 60 feet 

4. Sixty to 100 feet 

5. Greater than 100 feet 

B. What was the first thing you said to the subject? 

-- 1. Attempted to establish contact with subject 

-- 2. Attempted to distract subject 

-- 3. Ordered him to freeze, stop or drop weapon 

-- 4. Ordered him to do something other than above 

S. Attempted to deal with nature of conflict 
-- Describe . .--------------------------------------

c. Did subje~t immediately comply with command or other first 
statement? 

1. Yes --
2. No 

-~ 
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D. What kinds of verbal communication do you recall between you and 
the subject(s)? Describe. 

EO' Hhat nonverb'!l communication (gesturing, signalirig, etc.) 
occurred between you and the subject? Describe. 

, ; 

F. . How long woul d you est i mate the total duration of the communi ca
tion (~rbal or nonverbal) between you and the subject(s)? 

G. What seemed to be emotional impact of dialogue upon subject(s)? 

1. Subject becomes much angrier or agitated' 

2. Subject becomes somewhat more agitated or angry 

3. Emotional state unchanged 

4. Subject becomes somewhat calmer _.-. 
5. Subject becomes much calmer 

Oeser; be· -----------------------------------------------

·H. After observing impact of the initial transaction with subjects, 
how aware were you that this would develop into a possib1e use 
of dead1y force situation? 

~ No ~wareness of risk --
2. Some awareness of risk --
3. Awareness that this could possibly be a use of deadly 

-- farce situation. 

4. Awareness that this would probably be a use of 
-- deadly force situation 

5. Awareness that this would almost certainly be a use of 
-- ..!O!l..!'/V /"1"',./3 c'ii",,~t;,," 
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I. Would you draw us a diagram of relative positions of you, other 
officers and subject(s) during the communication with subject 
described above? 

J. Based on your assessment of risk and the impact of the communica
tion with the subject, what actions did you take? (Check as many 
as apply.) 

,1. None -----
-- 2. Maintain vigilance 

3. Continue to try to engage the participants in 
-- conversation 

4. Unholster weapon . --
5. Point weapon --
6. Take cover 

7. Call for backup 

8. Other 
'(descr~be) 

K. What weapons did you possess during the episode? (Check as 
many as apply.) 

1. Handcuffs 

2. Nightstick 

3. Mace 

4. Sap 

5. Regulation pistol' 

6. Another pistol 
, • 

7. Ri fl e' 

8. Shotgun 

9. Other 
(name) 
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Section V: Final Frame -- (a) Shooters 

A. What was the flow of events leading to the decision to use deadly 
force (precipitating event). Carefully note steps taken specifi
cally to avoid use of deadly force. 

B. What, in your mind, was your justification for using deadly force? 

__ 1. Apprehend fleeing felon 

-- 2. ~Stop. dangerous/fleeing felon 

3. Protect own life --
4. Protect other officer's life --
5. Protect citizen's lif~ --
6. Prevent commission of crime --

__ 7. Other -------:r---r-------------{name) 

C. What actions had the subject taken toward you? 

-- 1. Ran away when commanded to stop 

2. Attacked with bare hands --
-- 3. Attacked with blunt object 

-- 4. Attacked with sharp object 

5. Held firearm and refused command --
6. Pointed firearm --
7. Fired Firearm --
8. Other 

---- ----------~(-na-m-e~)----------------------

D. What protection from assailant did you have easily availab1e? 

1. Ha rd cover --
2. Soft cover --
3. No cover --
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E. Were you wearing prJtective clothing at time of shooting? 

L Yes 

2. No 

F. Did other officers fire in the incident before you fired? 

1. Yes 

. 2. No 

If yes, how many? _, ________________ - __ _ 

G. Did you think other officers would support your use of deadly 
force in the incident? 

1. Almost all would --
2. Some would --
3. About half and half --
4. A few would --
5. Almost none would --

H. Do you think officers would have supported a decision not to use 
deadly force in this situation? 

--

--
--
--

1. Almost all would 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

Some would 

About half.and half 

A few would 

Almost none would 

I. What other factors did you consider in deciding to use deadly 
force, e.g., law, policy, community relations, protection of 
property, etc.? 'Explain in your own words. 
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J. Is there anything else you would like to share regarding your 
decision in this episode? 

---------~------------------------------------------------
Section V: Final Frame -- (b) Non-Shooters 

A. What was the flow of events which led to the decision not to use 
deadly force even though you felt justift.ed doing*so. Carefu11y 
n~te steps taken specifically -to avoid use of'·.deadly force. 

---------- ------------------------------------------------
------------~---------------------------------~,----

B. Did you feel you had a legal right to use deadly force in this 
situation? 

L Yes --
2. No --

-- 3. Ambi guous 

C. (If yes) What would this legal justification have been? 

1. Apprehend fleeing felon 

2. 5top dangerous/fleeing felon 

3. Pr'otect own 1 i fe 

4. Protect other officer~s 1 i fe 

5. Protect citizen's life 

6. Prevent commission of crime 

7. Other ..... 
(name) 
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D. What actions had the subject taken immediately prior to your 
decision not to use deadly force? 
__ 1. Ran away when commanded to stop 

2. Attdcked with bare hands --
-- 3. Attacked with blunt object 

__ 4. Attacked with sharp object 

5. Held firearm and refused command --
6. POlnted firearm --
7. Fi red Fi rearm --
8. Other 

---- --------(~n~a~me-)~------------------

E •. What protecti~n from assailant did you have easily available? 

1. Hard cover --
2. Soft cover --
3. No cover --

F. Were you wearing protective clothing ~t time of incident? 

1. Yes 

2. No --
G. Did other officers fire in the incident? 

1. Yes --
2. No ---

I yes, how many? __________________ _ 

H. Did you think other officers would support your decision not to 
use deadly for~e in this situation? 

1. Almost all would --
2. Sume would --
3. About half and half --
4. A few would --

-....:.. 
5. Almost none would 
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I. Would other officers have supported you in a decision to shoot 
in this situation? 

1. A 1 mo s tall wo u 1 d --
2. Some -waul d --
3. About half and half --
4. A few would --

. 5. Almost none would --
J... What other factors did you consider in deciding not to use 

deadly force, e.g., law, policy, community relations, protec
tion of property, etc.? Explain in your own words. 

K. Is there anything else you would like to share about this 
tnci df!nt? 

SectJon VI: Aftermath and Insights 

A. Were you injured as a result of the incident? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If ye s, how s e ri ou sly? ________________________________________ _ 

B. Was the subject injured as a result of the incident? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If yes t how seriously? 
---------------------------------------

------~=============== 
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c. Was the subject's injury a direct result of your actions? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If yes, des~ribe the circumstances -------------------------

.. 
D. Was anybody else injured as a result of the incident? 

1. Yes --
2. No --

If yes, descri be .. who, how seri ously, and by whom? . 

E. What happened to you after the incident? 

F. How did other office~s react to your decision? 

1. Very positively 

2. Somewhat positively 

"3. Neutral or non-commital 

4. Somewhat 'negatively 

5. Very negatively 

Explain basis ------,------------------------------------
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G. How did your immediate superv;sor:react? 

1. Very positively 

2-. Somewhat positively 

3. Neutral or non-commital 

4. Somewhat negatively 

5. Very negatively 
. Expl ai n basi s ____________________ _ 

H., How did the pol ice ,administratton react to your decision? 

__ 1. Very positively 

____ 2. 'Somewhat positively 

3. Neut.ral or non-commital --
__ 4. Somewhat negati vely 

5. Very negatively --
Exp 1 a i n basi s ~--_-____ ---____ -~-----

I. -Was there a great deal of medial publicity about the tncident? 

J. Was there any community reaction to the incident? 

K~ How have you personally coped with this experience? 

-----------.----------- --- . ----------
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L. Looking backwards, is there any particular thing which you felt 
was important in making the incident turn out as it did? 

M. Is' there any way you would have replayed the incident if you had 
it tQ do again? 

No Do you think you were given the proper guidance and assistance by 
the department in handling such incidents? Is policy adequate? 

00 How well do you feel you were trained to cope with the incident? 

1. Well prepared 

2. Ad~quate1y prepared 

... Somewhat prepared ~. - .... 

4. Not well prepared 

5. Poorly prepared 

p~ How accurate was the information you received from police sources 
regarding the subjects and their actions? 

1. Excellent . . 
2. Good' 

3. Adequate 

4 •. Poor 

S. Very poor 

.._---,------
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Q. Is there anything you want to add,to the discussion? 



. APPENDIX E 

CRITICAL INCIDENT SURVEY: MIAMI 

.. 

. -' 

\ 



.... , ...... ________ .......,.... ............ _ ....... t~ •• ____ - __ 

CRITICAL INCIDENT INSTRUMENT 

1. The policy of the Miami Police Department is that all members shall exhaust
every other reasonable means of apprehension before resorting to the use of 
deadly force. An officer has the authority to: 

a .. 

b .. 

c .. 

Use deadly force to apprehend a fleeing felon. 

Defend himself and others from immediate danger, 
gre~ bodily harm or death. 

Effect the arrest or capture of a misdemeanant. 

2. The department's policy says that an officer- must comply with State law 
before deadly force is used. The specific provisions di§cussed are that: 

a. An officer.must reasonably believe that a felony . 
. has been committed or is being committed, and 
reasonably believe the person the officer is about 
to arrest or apprehend is the person who has com
mitted the felony. 

b. An officer, if possible, must have informed the 
felon of the officer's authority and of intention 
or purpose to arrest. 

c. An officer shall exert no more force t~an is rea
sonably necessary and only use force as a last 
resort. 

1=1 ·T 
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T 
3. According to existing departmental policy an officer may 

use deadly force to effect the capture of a driver of a 
suspected or allegedly stolen motor vehicle. 

4. 

5. 

Departmental policy authorizes an officer to draw his 
weapon only when its legal use is anticipated. '-I 

T 
~hen a member of the Miami Police Department fires his weapon he 

sha 11 not i fy ____ ..,... _________________ _ 

as saon as possible and a _______________ _ 

---------------------------shall be prepared and sub-

mitted through channels, to the Chief of Police. 

'=1 F 
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6. At 2130 on Friday, November 12, you are dispatched to Flagler end 12th 
in response to a burglar alarm. You are the first unit to arrive on the 
scene and notice that the front window of a small camera store has been 
smashed. While there is nobody in the immediate vicinity of the store 
you do see two young adult males at the other end of the block walking 
quickly away from the scene. Each;s carrying something. You call upon 
them to stop and they break into a run. You return to your unit notifying 
communications of the circumstances and that you are pursuing in your 
car. As you follow them around a corner, you see the subjects run 
between two buildings. You stop your car and continue the pursuit on 
foot. The subjects split up and you follow one. After a few minutes 
it is obvious that you will lose the remaining subject. What is your 
next action? 

__ a. Give up the pursuit, returning to the scene of th~) original 
inchh:nt to "complete your tn.vesti gatt.on. 

__ b. Shoot at subject to apprehend him. 

c. Return to your car to obtain help so you can continue the 
-- search. 

7. At 2210 on Saturday, December 12, you are dispatched to N.E. Miami Place 
and 14th Street in response to a "shooting" call. Upon arrival on the 
scene you observe a large black man waving something metallic indiscrim
inately; As you pull up, the man turns toward your vehicle, sees that 
you are the police, turns, runs toward a private residence, enters ft. 
As you get out of your unit, a large black man appears in a lighted 
window near the doo~ the subj~ct entered. In the meantime, y~ur backup 
has arrived. What is your next action? 

__ a. Wait for further developments. 

-- b. Move cautiously toward the house. 

-- c. Prepare to use your .gun. 

8. At 1915 on Wednesday, July 12, you are working in plain clotbes at 15th 
Ave. and G1st serving as a backup for an undercover officer who is making 
a heroi n buy and then an arrest. As you observe. the transacti on from 
across the street you notice that the officer and the seller are arguing 
and suddenly the seller pushes the officer down and starts to run away 
botry from the scene and where he is standing. What is your next action? 

-- a. Shoot at the fleeing subject. 

-- b. Run after the fleeing subject. 

c. Call for additional assistance. --

__________________ --L ___ • __ ~ _____ _ 
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9. At 0135 on Monday, May 12, you are dispatched to N.E. Miami Place and 
14th Street in response to a IIdisturbance" call. As you arrive on the 
scene you hear loud noises and screaming coming from a first floor 
apartment. Another unit arrives at approximately the same time you do. 
You and the other officer approach the door of the apartment, knock on 

. it, and demand entrance. A male voice from Jnside says "anyone who 
comes through that door gets his head blown off." What is your next 
action? 

--

--

a. Ca11 for additional assistance. 
• 

b. Try to obtain further information about what is going on in 
the- apartment. 

c. Draw your weapons and try to force the door to secure entrance. 

10. At 1720, on Tuesday, September 28, while parked near 27th and Biscayne 
you note a vehicle with four Latin male juveniles waiting at a stop 
1 i ght. You recogni ze the auto as one taken from a .nearby parki ng lot 
earlier in the day. As the light changes you start to ~ursue the car. 
You notify communications of your status and location. As you come up 
behind the still moving subject vehicle you signal it to pullover. 
Instead the vehicle takes off at high speed. After pursuing the vehicle 
at high speed irr heavy traffic for several minutes, it is obvious that 
the chase is becoming more and more dangerous to the public, the subjects, 
and you. What is your next action? . 

__ a. Terminate the pursuit. 

-- b. Continue the pursuit. 

-- c. Try to shoot out a ti reo 

11. At 2345 on Friday, February 15, you are dispatched to Douglas and Grand 
to handle a fight in a bar complaint. Upon your arrival you notice that 
another officer's vehicle is parked in front of the bar. You enter the 
establishment to see an officer backed into a corner with two assailants 
slowly moving in. They are obviously drunk. One is unarmed and the 
other has a chair leg in his hand. The officer has his night stick in 
ITts hand. What is your next action? 

a. Inform the participants of your presence. . . 
b. -- Draw your gun. 

c. Move in on the subject with the weapon ~ith your night stick. --

\. 
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12. It is 0200 on Thursday, March 17, and you are on general patrol near 
N.E. 3rd Ct. and 54th St. You observe a male juvenile and a female 
juvenile (teenagers) run from a 24-hour convenience store. They are 
immediately followed by a middle-ag~d man who is yelling something about 
a robbery. The subjects run across a parking lot and are about to go 
between two buildings. What is your next action? 

-- a. Call for assistance to arrange for a search. 

__ b~ Question the victim as to what happened. 

c. Pursue the subjects wi th your gun at the ready. 

13. At 221:5 on Tue!day, January 2'2, you are dispatched to S.W. 2nd and 7th 
Avenue in response to a IIprow~er" call. As you arrive on the scene you 
see ~ movement~i!nd a flash of meta,' in-the bushes next toa residence. 
Wha,t is your next act. ion? 

___ a. Call .for assistance and await fur.ther developments. 

__ b.Take a positionbehtnd your vehicle and...c:all for the subje'ct 
to come from behind the'bushes with his hands up. 

-- c.Draw your gun and approadch the bushes cautiously. . 
14. Is the present "departmental "di scharge of' fi rearms" 

policy adequate? 

If you checked "no ," in what way is it inadequate? 

,-----------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX F 

CRITICAL INCIDENT SURVEY: OAKLAND 



CRITICAL INCIDENT INSTRUMENT 

1. It is the policy of the Oakland Police Department that all officers shall 
use deadly force only when all other means have failed and it is required 
to: 

a. Apprehend a fleeing felon. [I [I 
.. T F 

b. Prevent death or great bodily 
or another person 

harm to the officer [I 1:1 
T F 

c. Effect the arrest or capture of a burgl ary suspect·;- [I 1:1 
T F 

2. According to existing departmental policy an officer may use deadly 
force to effect the capture of a driver of an allegedly stolen motor 
vehicle. 

[I [I 

T F 

3. Departmental policy authorizes an officer to fire a warning shot. 

T F 

. 
4. When a member of the Oakland Police Department fires his weapon either 

officially ~r accidentally, except at an approved range, he shall notify 

----------~------------------~--~---------
immediately and a 

sha 11 be prepared by the member fi ri ng the weapon" and submitted, through 

channe~~, to the Chief of Police. 



\ 
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5. At 2130 on Friday, November 12, you are dispatched to Foothill and 57th in 
response to a burglar alarm. You are the first unit to arrive on the scene 
and notice that the front window of a small camera store has been smashed .. 
While there is nobody in the immediate vicinity of the store you do see two 
young adult males at the other end of the block walking quickly away from 
the scene. Each is ca'rryirrg something. You call upon them to stop and 
th'ey break i,nto a run. You 'return to your uni t notffyi ng communi cati ons of 
the circumstances and that you are pursuing in your ear. As you follow 
them around a corner, you see the subjects run between two buildings •. You 
stop your car and continue the pursuit on foot. The subjects split up and 
you' follow one •. After a few minutes it is obvious that, you will lose the 
remaining subject. What is your next action? 

(h···· Give up the pursuit, returning to the scene of the original inc;-
- ,dent to complete your investigati-on. •. 

_ ",b: . Shoat rat subje,ct to apPI"ehend him. 

c. Return to your car to obtain help so you can continue the search. 

d. Other, describe 
----------------------------------~----

6. At 2210 on Saturday, December 12, you are dispatched to 7200 Arthur in re
sponse to a "shooting" call. Upon arrival on the scene you observe a large 
black man waving something metallic indiscriminately. As you pull.up, the 
man turns toward your vehicle, sees that you are the police, turns, runs 
toward a private residence, and enters it. As you get out of your unit, ~ 
large black man app~ars in a lighted window near the door the subject en
tered. In the meantime, your backup has arrived. What is your next action? 

a. Wait for further developments. 

b. Move cnutiously toward the house. 

c. "- Prepare to use your gun. 

d~ Other, describe 
----------------------------~----------

7. At 1915 on Wednesday, July 12, you are working in plain clothes at 14th 
Street and Jefferson serving as a backup for an undercover officer who is 
makjng a heroin buy and then an arrest. As you observe the transaction 
from across the street you notice that the officer and the seller are ar
guing and suddenly the setler pushes the officer down and starts to run 
away both from the scene and where he is standing. What is your next action? 

a. Shoot at the fleeing subject. 

b. Run after the fleeing subject. 

c. Ca 11 for addi tiona 1 assi stance. 

d. Other, describe ---------------------------------------



-3-

8. At 0135 on Monday, May 12, you are dispatched to 2001 E. 18th in response 
to a "disturbance" call. As you arrive 011 '~he scene you hear loud noises 
and screaming coming from a first floor apartment. Another unit arrives at 
approximately the same time you do. yc~ and the other officer approach the 
door of the apartment, knock on it, and demand entrance. A male voice from 
inside says "anyone who comes through that door gets his head blown off." 
What is your next action? 

a. Call for additional assistance. 

b •• Try to obtain further information about what is going on in the 
apartment. 

c. Draw your weapons and try to force the door to secure entrance. 

d. Other J descri be ____________ ~--------

9. At 1720, on Tuesday, September 28, whil e parked near 37t:, and E. 14th you 
note a vehicle with four Latin male juveniles waiting at a stop light. You 
recognize the auto as one taken from a nearby parking lot earlier in the 
day. As the light changes you start to pursue the car. You notify communi
cations of your status and location. As you come up behind the still moving 
subject vehicle you signal it to pullover. Instead the vehicle takes off 
at high speed. After pursuing the vehicle at high speed in heavy traffic 
for several minutes, it is obvious that the chase is becoming more and more 
dangerous to the public, the subjects and you. What is your next action? 

a. Terminate the pursuit. 

b. Continue the pursuit. 

c. Try to shoot out a tire. 

d. Other, descri be . 

. 10. At 2345 on Friday, February 15, you are dispatched to 59th Street and Dover 
to handle a fight in a bar complaint. Upon your arrival you notice that 
another officer's vehicle is parked in front of the bar. You enter the 
establishment to see an officer backed into a corner with two assailants 
slowiy moving in. They are obviously drunk. One is unarmed and the other 
has a chair leg in his nand. The officer has his night stick in his hand. 
What is your next action? ' 

a. Inform the participants of your presenc~. 

b. Draw your gun. 

c. Move in on the subject with the weapon with your night stick. 

d. Other, describe --------------------------------------
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11. It;s 0200 on Thursday, March 17, and you are on general patrol near 25th 
Avenue and Foothill Blvd. You observe a male juvenile and a female juve
nile (teenagers) run from a 24-hour convenience store. They are immedi
ately followed by a middle-aged man who is yelling something about a 
robbery. The subjects run across a parking lot and are about to go be
tween two buildings. What is your next action? 

a. Call for assistance to arrange for a search. 

b. Question the victim as to what happened~ 

c. Pursue the subjects with your gun at the ready. 

d. Other, describe _____________________ ,_~_. 

12. At 2215 on Tuesday, January 22, you are dispatched to the 1800 block of 
Langridge i'n response ta a "prowl erll ca 11. As you arri ve on the scene you 
see a movement and a flash of metal in the bushes next to a residence. 
What is your next action? 

a. Ca 11 for assi stance and a,wait further "developments. 

b. Take a position behind your vehicle and call for the subject 
to come from behind ,the bushes ~ith his hands up. 

c. Draw your gun and approach the bushes cautiously~ 

d. Other, de'scribe _____________________ • 

13. Is the present departmental "Dead1y Force" pol i cy adequate? [I [I 

yes no 

If you checked "no , II in what way ; s it inadequate? 
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CRITICAL INCIDENT SURVEY: BIRMINGHAM 
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CRITICAL INCIDENT INSTRUMENT 

1. The policy of the Birmingham Police Department is that all members shall 
exhaust every other reasonable means of apprehension before resorting to 
the use of deadly force. An officer has the authority to: 

a. Use deadly force to apprehend all fleeing felons. 

b. Def&nd himself and others from immediate danger, 
great bodily harm or death. 

c. Effect the arrest or capture of a misdemeanant. 

2. Although Alabama state law permits the use of lethal force to 
life and property in certain circumstances, the policy of the 
Police Department allows lethal force ~ if: 

3. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

An officer has clear information that a felony 
has been committed or is being committed, and 
equally clear information that the person the 
officer is about to arrest or apprehend is the 
person who has committed the felony.' 

An officer reasonably believes that lethal force 
has been used in the commi ss; on of a fe.lony or 
that lethal force will be used against him or 
against another person. 

An officer's life or the life of another person 
is threatened by a suspected felon~ 

According to existing Departmental policy, an officer may 
force: 

a. To effect the capture of a driver of ' a suspected 
or allegedly stolen motor vehicle. 

b. To effect the capture of a man who has co~pleted 
a rape, after all reasonable a 1ternat i yes to 
effect the apprehension have been exhausted. 

c. When a suspect is armed with a knife and attempts 
to flee. 

. 
d. In the apprehension of a burglar when the officer 

has knowledge that the .. h : .. ~ d the suspec~ as co~~,~~e 

burglary with a gun in his possession. 

use 

1=1 1=' T F 

1-' I 
I-I 
T 

[~i 1-' T 

protect 
Birmingham 

1 etha 1 

1=1 1=1 
T F 

I-I 1=' I F 

1=1 '1=1 
T F 

I-I -,- I-I 
T 

·-
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4. Departmental policy authorizes an officer to draw his 
weapon only when its legal use is anticipated. 

5. \~hen a member of the Bi rmi ngham Pol ice Department fi res hi s ~eapon he shall notify ________________________________________________ __ 

as soon as possible and a ____________________ ....;..._ 

shall be prepared and submitted through 
-c~ha-n-n-e~l-s-)~t-o~trhe~,C~h~i-efr-o~f~Po-l~i~ce. 

6. At 2130 on Friday, July 2S,you .ar.e dispatched to the 1900 block of 3rd 
Avenue N. in response to a burglar alarm. You ~re the first unit to 
arrive on the scene and notic.e th,a:t the front window of a small camera 
store has been sma-shed. While tlrere is nobody in the immediate vicinity 
of the'store you do see two young adult ma"es at the other end of the 
block walking quickly away from the scene. Each is carrying something. 
You call upon them to stop and they break into a run. You return to 
your uni,t notifying communi-cations of the ci rcumstances and that you are 
pursuing in your cerr. As you foTl'ow them around a corn-er, you s-ee the 
subjects run between two buildings. You stop your car and continue the 
pursuit on foot. The subjects split up and you follow one. Subject 
runs into an adjacent park and ~ou lose visual contact with him. What 
;s your next action? 

__ a. Give up the pursuit, returning to the, scene of the original 
incident to complete your investigation. 

__ b. Continue pursuit in an attempt to apprehend. 

c. Return to your car to obtain help so you can continue the 
-- search. 

7. At 2210 on Saturday, August 2, you are dispatched to Airport Highway at 
41st N. in response to a "shooting" call. Upon arrival on the scene you 

'observe a large black man waving something metallic 1ndiscriminately. 
As you pull up, the man turns toward your vehicle, sees that.you are the 
police, turns, runs toward a private residence, and enters it. As you 
get out of your unit, a large black man appears in a lighted window near 
the door the subject entered. In -the meantime, your backup has arrived, 
and after discussion with you, has taken a position at the rear of the 
hou~e. What is your next action? 

-- a. Hait for further developments. 

-- b. Move cautiously toward the house. 

-- c. Prepare to use your gun. 
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8. At 1915 on Wednesday, September 12, you are working in plain clothes at 
14th Street S. and 11th Avenue S. serving as a backup for an undercover 
officer who is making a heroin buy and then an arrest. As you observe 
the transaction from across the street you notice that the officer and 
the seller are arguing and suddenly the seller strikes the officer on 
head with a bottle and starts to run away both from the scene and where 
he is standing. What is your next action? 

-- a. Shoot at the fleeing subject. 

__ b." Run after the fl eei ng subject. 

c. Call for additional assistance. --
9. At 0135 on MondaYt July 12, you are dispatched to the 7900 block of 

4th Avenue S. tn response to a "disturbance" call. As ~bu arrive on the 
scene you hear loud noises and screaming coming from a first floor 
apartment. Another unit arrives at approximately the same time you do. 
You and the other officer approach the door of the apartment, knock on 
it, and demand entrance. A male voice from inside says "anyone who 
comes through that door gets his head blown off." What is your next 
action? 

a. Call for additional assistance. --
b. Try to obtain further information about what is going on in 

-- the apartment. 

-- c. Draw your weapons and try to force the door to secure entrance. 

10. At 1720, on Tuesday, August 11, while parked near Ensley Avenue and 18th 
Street you note a vehicle with four young black males waiting at a stop 
1 ight. You ,'ecognize the auto as one ~aken from a nearby parking lot 
earlier in the day. A~ t~e light changes you start to pursue the car. 
You notify communications of your status and location. As you come up 
behind the still moving subject vehicle you signal it tp pullover. 
Instead the vehicle takes off at high speed. After pursuing the vehicle 
at high speed in heavy traffic for several minutes, it is obvious that 
the chase ;s becoming more and more dangerous to the public, the subjects, 
and you. What is your next action? 

-- a. Terminate th~ pursuit. 

-- b. Continue the pursuit. 

c. Try to shoot out t1 ti reo --
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11. At 2345 on Friday, September 5, you are dispatched to 3rd Avenue N. and 
3rd Street N. to handle a fight in a bar complaint. Upon your arrival 
you notice that another officer's vehicle is parked in front of the 
bar. You enter the establishment to see an officer backed into a corner 
with two assai1ants slowly moving in. They are obviously drunk. One 
is unarmedandtbe other has a chair leg in his hand. The officer h'as 
his night stick in his hand. What is your next ~ction? 

-- a. Inform the participants of your presence. 

___ bo Draw your gun. 

-- 'c. 'Move in on the subject with the weapon wtth your night stick. 

12. It i.s Q200rcn 1=hltr...s'day,:-Ju1Y:..17, .. andyou.'are on ,gener..al pat'r.ol ~r 
'O,.d"Sp-,ringvill :Raad and Huffman Road. -You observe a:young.male ;and a 
young female run from a 24-hour convenience store. They are'immediately 
followed by a middle-aged man who is yelling somethin-g about a robbery~ 
The subjects run across a parking lot and are about to go between two 
,bui'ldings. What is y.our nextac::tton? 

-- a. Call for assistance to arr.ange fOi a sear'ch. 

__ b. Question the victim as to what happened. 

__ c. Purstle tire subjects -with .)Cour gun at the ready. 

13. At 2215 on Tuesday, August 26, you a:re di spatched to the 2400 block of 
35th Avenue N. in r'esponse to a '~prowler" call. As you arrive on the 
scene you see a movement and a flash of met~l in the bushes next·'to a 
~sidence. -What is your 'next act.ion? 

, a. 

-. b. 

~all for assistance and await further developments. 

Take a position behind your vehicle and call for the subject 
to come from behind the-bushes with his hands up • 

--,c. Draw your gun and approach the bushes cautiously •• 

14. Is the present departmental "discharge of firearms" 
policy adequate? 

If you checked' "no, 1\ in what way is it i nad"quate? 
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POLICE DEADLY FORCE SURVEY 

PROLOGUE 

Police officers in our nation's cities regularly face situations in 
which the use of deadly force may be used. In spite of legal justifications 
there are many situations in which officers do not employ deadly force. The 
hypothetical cas~s which follow are designed to test your reactions. There 
are. no right or wrong answers. We ask that you analyze each situation and 
sel ect the a-nswer- whi ch best descr; be either how you waul d react or how you 
have reacted in similar situations. 

You should not put your name on this form. 
strictest confiden(:e. 

Your answers will be kept in 

DIVISION 

RANK 

EXPERIENCE 

.. 

--- 0 .. 3 years 

3-9 years 

10-1S yea rs 

"--

More than 15 years 
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I 

John Smith is a notorious cat-burglar who is well known to you. At roll calf 
you learn through official department sources that a warrant for burglary of 
an occupied dwelling has been issued for Smith. While on patrol that same 
night you spot Smith walking on the street. He sees you and begins to run. 
You chase him on foot for a considerable distance and are beginning to tire. 
Which of the below answers best describes the course of action you would 
take. 

A. Shoot to kill, it is justifiable. 

B. 

C. 

Fire a warning shot. 

Fire a warninE shot. 
and use deadly for:ce. 

If he fails to halt, shoot to ·kill. 

If he fails to haiti do not take dir-ect'aim 
Let him esO'al7e i'f necessary. 

D. Let him escape. Do not fire a.warning shot or use deadlY force. 
It's only a property crime and the suspect is so well known, it's 
only.a questibn of time before someone grabs htm. 

II 

You are off-·duty, i'n your private auto travell ing in rush hour traffic. You 
come to a halt behind a vehicle containing two women who are stopped for a red 
light. You observe a young man, approx. 17-19, approach on foot. the passenger 
side of the women's car, throw open the car door and reach in grabbing a 
purse. Which of the below best describes the action you would take: 

A. 

B. 

WTake no action unl~ss it appeared the suspect was about .to harm the 
women. You're off-duty and it's not worth getting involed. 

Exit the car and attempt to apprehend the suspect by physical fo.rce 
only: 

C •. Exit the car, draw your weapon and after identifying yourself as a 
police officer order the suspect to halt. If the suspect runs 
possibly fire a warning shot but do not resort to direct fire even 
if the suspect escapes. 

D~ Same as above except if the suspect appears to be escaping, shoot 
to kill. 
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You and your partner are on-duty working a sector radio car when you spot a 
man and a youth engaged in a suspected narcotics transaction. As you pull 
over to investigate, both suspects bolt and run in separate directions. Your 
partner chases the adult in one direction while you pursue the youth in 
another direction. During the chase the youth throws a small paper bag into 
a vacant lot. You apprehend the youth three blocks from the original scene 
and a crowd of 15 young men quickly gathers as you subdue the youth. The 
crowd, spurred on by one apparent ringleader, begins taunting you to let the 
youth go. You are surrounded, have no walkie-talkie, and do not know where 
your partner is. The crowd is becoming increasingly hostile and threatening 
in reponse ~ pleas for help from the youth and demands you let him go. You 
realize you must make a decision. Which of the below best describes how you 
would proceed~ 

A. Draw your weapon and threaten to shoot the next person who comes 
closer. If pressed (shoot). . .... 

B. Draw your weapon and fire a warning shot into the air thereafter 
leveling your weapon at the ringleader and threa~ening to shoot 

. him if pressed further. If that fails (shoot). 

C. Let the prisoner go. 

D. Draw you~ slap jack and prepare to fight, forcing the crowd to take 
the prisoner if warnings to back-off fail. 

IV 

You and your partner are working a marked radio car in a residential section 
of the city that has been plaQued by a series of especially brutal rapes. 
The suspect hus been tlescribed as a young male, 16-17 years of age, 5'10" 
tall, and 140 lbs. The suspect is reported to always dress in black pants 
and a black polo-shirt and s~eks his ~lctims in apartment houses with fire
escapes. The means oT entry is always through the window adjoining the fire
escape. As you are cruising, you hear a woma~'s franti~ screams nearby. A 
short distance ah~ad you observe a woman leaning out a third floor apartment 
window yelling, "Police, help me, he raped me." She is pointing at a suspect, 
jumping off a fire-escape to the sidewalk and dressed entirely in black. You 
and your partner begin chasing the suspect on foot and, after a considerable 
distance, you realize that the suspect is about to make good his escape. 
Which of the below best describes the ac~ion you would take. 

A. Shoot to kill. He is an escaping felon and there is sufficient 
probable cause. 

B. Fire a warning shot in the air. If he fails to halt, do not us~ 
deadly force even if he escapes. The suspect is a juvenile. 

C. Do not use deadly force. DQ not fire a warning shot. If he gets 
away, so be it. 
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Vou and your partner are on duty, working the evening shift in a marked radio 
car. You are dispatched to a street disturbance and respond. Upon arrival 
you see a g~oup of people yelling at a man who is violently swinging a three
foot piece of heavy meta1 pipe at anyone who gets near. Two people are on 
the ground unconscious and bleeding from the head. As you approach on foot, 
several citizens tell you the suspect is crazy and hit both victims for no 
apparent reason. The suspect has his back up against a brick wall and you 
have no choice but to make a head-on approach. The suspects demeanor leads 
you to believe he is either under the influence of drugs or psychotic. Y.ou 
are unable to get close to the victims on the ground because of the suspect's 
attacks with the pipe. Which of the below best describes the action you 
would take: 

• 

A. Use nightsticks and take the suspect down immediately. The victims 
could be dying ,ami must r:eceive rmrrredtate'medical attention. 

B. " 'Draw your revolver and order the suspect to drop the pipe. If the 
suspect fails to drop the pipe and starts to strike out as you 
approach, shoot to kill. Your actions are justifiable because of 
the suspects use of deadly force against you • 

. C. Attempt to ~eep the suspect at bay while you call for medical aid 
and ba("::-up assi stance. Four pol ice offi cers shaul d be abl e to 
physically subdue the suspect using nightsticks and physical force 
at most. 

D. The victims need immediate attention. 
suspect to drop the pipe immediately. 
careful aim and shoot to disable. 

VI 

Draw revolver and order the 
If he fails to do ~o, take 

Vou are on uniformed foot patrol (no partner) in the business district of the 
city. It is noontime.and the sidewalks are crowded with shoppers. Suddenly 
a pedestrian approaches and informs you he has just witnessed a man in the 
act of holding-up a storekeeper only a few doors away. You radio the 
info~ation to the dispatcher and request assistance as you proceed to the 
location. Approximately 40 feet from the store you observe a man with a gun 
in his hand exit the store. Upon seeing you, the suspect turns in your 
direction and be-gins to level his weaporl at you. You must make a decision 
quickly,. Which of the below best describes the action you wou~d take: 

A. Hold fire and take whatever cover ;$ available. The sidewalk is 
too crowded, and you are too far away for a certain shot. 

B. Fire a warning in the air as you take available cover. Hold direct" 
fire for the same reasons as above. 

C. Assume a shooters stance, take careful aim and order the suspect to 
give up. Shoot only if he fires first. 

D. Shoot to ki1l j you life is in peri1~ 
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You are on uniformed foot patrol (no partner) in the business district of the 
city. It is mid-morning and the sidewalks are clear of people. Suddenly a 
large male runs out of a small corner store directly in front of you. Anot~~r 
man is chasing him and yelling "He robbed me!1I "Stop him!" The suspect is 
now running directly toward you. You attempt to grab the suspect, but he 
hits you with a shoulder block, knocking you to the ground. The suspect 
continue~ running. Which of the below best describes the action you would take: 

A. Get up and chase a11er the suspect. Do not fire warning shots or 
use, deadly force even if suspect gets away • .. 

B. Get up. Fire a warning shot into the air and order suspect to 
halt. If he fails to halt, continue to chase and do not use deadly 
force even if he gets away. 

c. Get up. Order the suspect to halt. If he fails to halt, take 
direct aim and shoot. It is justified because he'committed a 
robbery. 

D •. Get up. Continue to chase. Employ deadly force' only if you are 
unable to capture and will surely lose him. It is justified becauu 
he committed an aggravated assault on a police officer. 

Can you estimate the number of times you were f~ced with situations in which 
deadly force could legally have been used (whether or not you used deadly force)? 

Number of possible deadly force incidents -----
Years of "street police work" ---------------------
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The law permits the use of Deadly Force 'in a variety of situations. It 
does not, however, demand the use of such force. Officers can and do exercise 
discretion in the use of Deadly Force. Please circle the following which you 0 

feel apply: 

Fleeing petty 
theft suspect 

Fleeing armed 
robber 

Fleeing strong 
armed robber 

Fleeing ars'oni st 

Fleeing kidnapper 

Fleeing B andE 
suspect with gun 

Fleeing Paternity 
Warrant suspect 
who had ass'aulted 
officer with brick 

Newark PO 
State Law Rules Allow Most Officers 
A 11 ows Use of Use of Here Would Use 
Deadly Force_ Deadly Force Deadly Force 

yes or no yes or no yes or no 

yes -or no· yes or no yes or no 

yes or no yes or'no jl!S or no 

yes or no yes :or no yes or no 

yes -or no yes or no yes or no 

yes or no yes or no yes or no 

yes or no yes or no yes or no 

Thank you for your time. 

You Feel You 
Vlould Possibly 
Use Deadly Force 

yes or no 

yes or no 

yes or no 

ye:s or no 

yes or no 

yes or no 

yes or no 
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SOURCE: CASE FILE 

Incident Code ----
OFFICER PARTICIPANT 

(If mo-re~t~h-an--o-ne--o~ff~;~c-e-r~i-n~vo~1~v-ed~,--us-e--c-on-s-e-cu-'t~i-ve-----
lettering after incident code) 

1. Rank 1=1 I-I 1=1 I-I I~-I I-I I-I 
P.O j5"[C I NV SGT rr cm OTRrR 

SPEC 
CPL 

(Name) 

2. Unit Assignment I-I I-I 
Traffic Spec;alized (Name) 

3. 

1=1. Investlgatl0ns 

Activity 1=1 
Genera 1 
Patrol 

I-I 
Investigations 
(Apprehension 
or warrant 
service) 

I-I 
Spe'C'ialized 
Patrol 

1=1 Hostage 
Neg 

4. Extent of Officer Injury 

5. Firearm used 

Unit 

I-I 
Plainclothes 
Decoy 

(~ame) 

(Name) 

1=1 
Traffic Law 
Enforcement 

(Describe) 

6. Other Weapons Used by Officer Incident: Non-firearms 

I-I 
Fla$FiTight 

I-I 
,iands 
and 
feet 

{Describe} 



. 1-2 

SOURCE: PERSONNEL, DISCIPLINARY, TRAINING FILES 

Incident Code ----
OFFICER PARTICIPANT BIOGRAPHY 
( at tim e 0 f ; n ci den t ) -r( ~I f=--mo-r-e--:-:t h-a-n-o-n-e-o--:f;:-::f~i -c e-r---=-; n-v-a-:-l v-e--:d:---u s-e-

consecutive lettering after incident code) 

1. Sex I_.~I 
Male-

, . 

2. Race 1=1 r=, 1=1 I-I '=11=' .Cau. B'Tk. His. AS1an Am. Ind. Other eN'ame) 

'3. Age ~;;! 1-
6 '-I [-I ~-I' 2W 31-40 -4P5'0 tind - (Actua" age)' 

up 

4. Wei ght 1=' I-I I~I I-I I-I 1-' under IDO- l - 1W- 2m- 2~and (Actual weightj' 
100 1 bs 150 175 200 225 up 

5. Height 1=' ';':1 I-I '-I 1-' I-I 
..under 5.0 "- 5'611- sTf["- 6'3'"- 6'7"' and (Actual hei ght) . 
1:.5' 0" 51 5" 5'10" 6'2" 6'6" above 

• 
6. Ma r; ta 1 Hi story I-I 

neverrna rri ed ,=, 
How many times married presently . 

married (how many) 

1=' IJresently How many times divorced 
divorced (how many) 

7. Have any children? 1=1 1=1 yes no 

8. If yes, how many? 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=' I-I 
1-

1 2 3 4 5 6 or (hOW r.iany) 
more 
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9. Are the children living with officer? 1=1 1=1 yes no 

10. If yes, how many? I-I '-I I-I 1-' I-I 1-:1 
T 2 3 ""4 T bar (hoW many) 

m()re 

Mil i tary Hi story: Have you been in service? 1=1 \'--1 11 .. ,--yes no 

12. If yes, .. what branch? 1=1 1=1 I-I 1=1 1=1 
Army Navy Ai rForce Marine Coast Guard 

.-...... --, ..... -',~ 1=1 
Other (Name) 

.. _ .. 

13. What was officers specialty in service? 
(Name branch or unit) 

14. Did officer serve in combat? 

15. Father's Occupation 

16. Education 1:::1 
Less than 
high school 
diploma 

, . 
1=1 Bachelor1s 

Degree 

17. Years as police officer 

1=1 
Professional' (Name Job) 

1=1 
White Call ar (Nar.1e job) 

1=1 
Blue Collar 

1--1 
H*i gh" 
school 
diploma 

1=1 
Some 
graduate 
credits 

I~ 

(Nai.ie job) 

(Na;:;e job) 

I . I 
Some 
college 
credits 

, '-I 
Advanced 

Associ ate 
Degree 

degree or . 
degrees, e.g., 
t1A, Ph. D., etc. 

1-1'1-1 I-I 
1~ ~ ~nd (Date Oi np,01ntment) 



18. Assignments 
(insofar as 
possible 
characterize 
assignments 
by activity 
and if appro-
pri ate, give 
geographic 
area) 

19 •. Work Evaluations 
(Lost evaluations 
up to total 5) 

·I-4 

1-' CI I-I 
~h Average Low 

(Relative t.o others 
tn department) 

20. Product ;vtty (Arrests and ci tati ons) 
(Last evaluations up to total of 5) 

21. Meritorious Conduct (Last five years) 

(dates: 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

beginning and end) 

II II II 

II II ., 

II II II 

II II 14 

II 1/ II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

I, II II 

a. .Le.tters of commendati on I-I 1=' 1=1 1=1 '( Citi ten) 0- 11 and (How many) 1-5 6-10 
up 

(How many) 
b. Commendations from 1-' ,=, I-I I-I 1-' Department 0- 1-3 '4-6 !-To lland 

u.p 

c .. . Awards for Bravery I-I '--I I-I I-I 
0- R H rand {How many) 

22. Disciplinary Record up 
(L~st five years) 

a. Citizens' complaints I-I I-I I-I '-'1=' a 1::J 4::0- 7-:nr 11 and (How many) 
up 

b. Formal Departmental 
disciplinary findings I-I I-I I-I I-I· '-I 

(How many) (guilty) 0- N 4-0 /-To frand 
up 
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23. Training History 

Recruit Academy 
(Class number or year) 

Specialized 
Training 

.. 

Supervi sory 
Training 

Command 
Training 

(Title, department, or other 
sponsoring agency) 

. _ .... 

24 •. Medi ca 1 Hi story: Has offi cer had any major medi ca 1 probl ems over the 1 ast 
five years (serious enough to miss 15 consecutive days work)? 

25. If yes, was it extended illness? 

di sabil ity? 
.. 

mental health 
problem 

(Days lost) 

(Describe) 

(Days lost) 

(Describe) 

(Days lost)' 

(Describe) 
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Repeat for every major illness, disability, and mental health problem in the last 
five years. 

26. Total days lost due to illness, di.sability, and mental "health problems in 
. the 1 ast fi ve years. 
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SOURCE: PERSONNEL, TRAINING FILES 

Incident Code -----

OFF lCER PART! C I PANT SHOOT! NG HI STOR Y ..,...-;=--__ ""':"":""--~.-::-.---.-_,~~--
(At time of incident) (If more than one officer involved use 

consecutive lettering after incident code) .. 
1. Number of purposeful shooting incidents that the officer has been involved 

in over last five years. 

I-I I-I I-I I-I 1-1' I-I I-I 
0- T 2 . 3 4 T 6 and above 

2. Number of subject fatalities in last five years. 

3. Level of marksmanship: qualification average when compared to other 
officers (last five qualifications). 

I-I 
Low 

4. Has the officer formally failed to qualify in the last five years? 

6. Has the officer lost the authority to carry his weapon in the last five 
years? 

7. If yes, for what reason? 
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~OURCE: PERSONNEL, DISCIPLINARY FILES 

Incident Code -----

OFFICER PARTICIPANT 
( Post r n ci den t ) -r( ":""1 f-::--m-o-re~t-:-h-a-n -o-n-e-o f=-:f:":';-c-e r---:;-n-Yo"""":-Y-e-:'d-u-s-e-------'-

consecutive let~ering after incident code) 

1. Indicate the amount of time in months that this data collection instrument 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

covers • (If the officer 'has left the dep'artment, 
recor.d th.e appr.opritate !'aa'ba for the time between the shooti ng i nci dent and 
his 1eaving the department.) 

Record the offtcer's assignment hi story since the shooting incident: 

As s tgnments 
(insafa r >'as • 

(dates: beginning-and end) 

Ilossi ble .. .. II It 

characterize 
assignments " .. .. " 
by activity 
and if appro- " It ... " 
pri ate, give 
geographic 
area) 

.. It " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 
" " " " 

Work Evaluations 1-' 1=' I-I (Relative to others 
High Average Low on depar:tment) 

Productivity I-I '=1 1=1 (Arrests and High Average Low 
citations) 
. 

Heritori ous Conduct: Record how many of each of the following the officer 
has received: 

a. Letters of commendation 
(citi zen) 

b. Commendations from 
department 

c. Awards for bravery 



\ 
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6. Di sci p 1 ina ry Record: Record how many of each of the fo 11 owi n9 
the officer has received: 

a. Citizen complaints 

b. Formal departmental 
disciplinary findings 
(sustained) 

7. Has the officer been involved in any more shooting incidents? .. 

8. If yes, how many? _______ _ 
• '0;.-

9. Were any of them fatal shootings? 

10. If yes, how many? 

11. Medical History: Record any major medical problems (serious enough 
to miss 15 consecutive days work) 

Extended illness 

Di sabil; ty 

Mental health 
problem 

.. 

(Days lost) 

(Oescr; be) 

(bays 1 cst) 

(Oescri be) 

(Days lost) 

(Describe) 

12r Has there been any ~hange ir the offjcer's marital status? 

13. If yes, what was the change? 



I-IO 

14. Has the off; cer 1 eft the department? 

15. If yes, record the ci rcumstances: 



APPENDIX J 

INCIDENT ENVIRONMENT 
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SOURCE: CASE FILE 

Incident Code ____ _ 

1. Type of Neighborhood I-I 1=1 1=1 
Commercial Industrial Residential: 

Apartment or 
Flat 

1=1 1=1 
Residential: Other (Describe) 
Single Family 
Homes 

2. Type of Neighborhood (Economic Level) 

3.' Where incident took place. 

4. If inside, what type 01 place? 1=1 1=1 I-I I- I 
Apartment House Reta-il Bank 

Store 

1=1 1=1 1=1 1=1 Restaurant Factory or Office Other 
or Bar Warehouse (Describe) 

5. If outside, what type of place? 1=1 1=11=1 
Sidewalk Parking Park 

I.:ot 

(Describe) 

. 6. \~eather. 

tDescri be) 

7. Lighting at scene. I-I 
fir 

11'i_1 
roor 
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8. Time of Day 
(Mi 1 itary time) 

9. Day of Week 

10. Month of Year 

.. 

. ... 

. . 



\ 

APPENDIX K 

PER30NAL DATA: OPPONENT 
(Categorized by Sources of Information) 



·K-1 

SOURCE: CASE, IDENTIFICATION FILES 

Incident Code ----
SUBJECT PARTICIPANT BIOGRAPHY 
(At the time of the inc; dent) -r(~I f;:--mo-r-e-t~h-a-n-o-n-e-s-uO;-bJ':"'"o e-c"7""t -:;-n-vo-'l-v-ed~u-se-o 

consecutive lettering after incident code) 

1. Sex 

2. Race 1=1 I-I 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=1 
Cau. BTk. His. Asian Am. Inr~. Other (Name) 

3. Age 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=' I-I 1=' '=1 1=1 
1-10 ll-l~ 16-20 21·,25 2b-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 

1=1 61 and up (Actual age) 

4. Weight '=1 I-I 1-' I-I 1=1 1--1 
Under fOD- fSr- 17b- 201- 220and (Actual weOight) 
100 lbs 150 175 200 225 up 

5. Height 1=1 1-' 'I-I I-I I-I I-I 
under 5W- 5'6"""- 5'IT"- 6'3"- 6"7" and (Actual height) 
5'0" SIS" SilO" 61 2" 611 6" above 

6: Work Status 1=1 Professional 
(Name job) 

1=1 Wh i t e Co 11 a r 
(Name jOb) 

1=1 Blue Collar 
(Name job) 

1=1 Other 
(Name joe) 

1=1 Unemployed 
(Last job class) 



• 

7. Mari ta 1 Hi story. 1=1 
Never 
Married 

9. If yes, haw man~? r-' "'r' 

K-2 

1=1 
Pre~ently How many times married? 
Married -----

'=1 Present ly How many ti mes di vorced? ___ ---..:_ 
Divorced 

1-,1 I-I I-I I-I ~I :r T -,r T ' or i " ( h ow~ma'ny) . 
-' mope 

10 • Are children living with subject? CI '-I 
yes -no 

11. If yes, how many? 1-' I-I I-I [;=1. r-I 1-' 
T 2 T T _bar . (how, many) 

more 

12. Criminal record? 1=' 1=1 
yes no 

t3. List : Arrests ·~onv; cti.ons Sentences 

-
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SOURCE: CASE FILE 

lnci dent Code ----
SUS J ECT PART tel PANT --r-;r-;:------;"-:--~-_:_._.....___::__~_.____:_----~

(If more than one subject involved use consecutive 
1ettering after incident code) 

1. Role- in 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=1 1=1 
Inci dent Vi ct im Bystander Suspicious Mentally Person 

person disturbed under the 
person influence 

1=1 of alcohol 
Person 
under the 
i nf' uence (Later ascertain 
of drugs what drug) 

I-I 1=1 1=1 
Traffic Person Person 
violator committing committing 

. violent crime property crime 

1=1 
:)ther (Oeser; be) 

2. Physical status regarding officer at moment of use of force. 

1=1 I-I I-I 
Non-moving Non-=moving Non-=movi n9 
non-controlled easily diffi cult 

cantrall ed to control 

C:-J 1=1 1=1 
Atta(.k i ng Fleeing In Custody 

3. Armed. !=I 1=1 1=1 I-I I-I 
yes no Uncertain Uncertain Attacki n9 

thought to thought to with hands 
be armed be unarmed and feet 

. 4. Weapon 

1=1 
Blunt (Describe) (Describe) 

Instrument 

5. Extent of Inj ury. 



· APPENDIX L 

CITIZEN INTERVIEW FORM 



Black 
L-l: 

Hispanic 

Anglo 

Male 
Female 

PROJECT PUDEF 
AM 

NAME ------------------------------ TIME STARTED ____ PM 
AM 

ADDRESS __ ~~-------------- TIME ENDED PM 

CITY ________________ _ PHONE # ( ,--'--------
INTERVIEWED BY ___________ _ DATE ________ _ 

VALIDATED BY DATE ---------------------------- -------------
(TO PERSON 16 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER) He11 0, my name is -:--____ _ 
from the University of California and I would like to ask you some ques-~ 
tions about some of the issues facing this community. Your answers are 
strictly confidential. No one but the researchers'will see your answers~ 
(GO DIRECTLY TO Q.-i) 

1. First, I have to be sure that w~ include a proportionate number of 
people in each age group. Will you please tell me into which of 
these groups your age ~alls? (READ LIST) 

16 - 24 

CHECK TO MAKE 25 - 44 
SURE NEEDED FOR 
QUOTA. IF NOT, 45 - 49 
TERMINATE. 

50 - 64 

65 and over. 

6- 1 

2 

3 

7- 1 
2 

8- 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

fie 

\ 

L-2 

2a. I am going to name some different gr.oups of people. For each 
group, please tell me whether you think they are doing an excel
lent, good, fair, poor, or bad job in this community. (READ 
ITEMS ONE AT A TIME) (REPEAT SCALE FROM TIME TO TIME) (START 
WITH RED CHECK ITEM) 

a. The teachers in the 
local schools 

, 

b • Th e pol i" e i nth i s 
neighborhood 

c. The city council 

d. The RTD buses 

e. The people that repair 

Excellent Good Fair ·Poor Bad 

9- 1 3 4 5 

1O-1.;;..1_---=2=--_~3 :-_4~_...:..51 

11- 1 2 3 4 5 

12- '1 2 3 4 5 
.~ . 

the streets and roads !3- 1 2 3 4 5 

2b. We are talking with different people..:about different .subjects arrd 
I waul d 1; ke to ask you a few questtons about the Los Ange lEts 
po'lice. First, rill 'read some statements to you. For each one, 
please tell me whether you agree completely, agree a little, aren~t 
sure, disagree a little, or disagree completely. (READ STATEMENTS 
ONE AT A TIME) (START W lTH RED CHEC KED ITEM)' 

Agree Agree Not Disagree Disagree 

The police here are prejudiced 
against blacks 

Completely A Little 

14- 1 2 

Overall, the police h8re are doing the 
best job they can 15- 1 2 

The police in this prea deserve 'our 
support 16- 1 2 

Police officers will shoot people 
when shooting can be avoided 17- 1 2 

The police in this area are 
prejudiced against Hispanic~ • 18- 1 2 

People here donlt trust the police 19- 1 2 

The police around here are afraid 
of the people in this'area' 20- 1 2 

The police in this area are not 
punished for actions that lead 
to citizens l deaths 21- 1 2 , 

Sure A Little Completell 

.3 4 5 

3 4 5 

'3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5, 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3. Do you think Los Angeles needs additional pol; ce offi cers? Yes 22- 1 

No 2 
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4. These next questions are about shootings of people by police 
off1cers in Los Angeles. Overall, do you think that police 
officers in Los Angeles... (READ LIST) 

Often, shoot and kill people when it 
could have been avoided 

Sometimes shoot and kill people when 
it could have been avoided 

Almost never shoot and kill people when 
it could be avoided 

5. What do you think are the main reasons that police shoot at some
one? (PROBE) 

6. Based on any feelings you have, do you think that the Los Angeles 
police shoot more Blacks, Hispanics, or Anglos relative to their 
numbers? 

. More Bl ack's 

More Hispanics 

t10re Anglos 

SKIP TO Q.8 Don't know -----
7 •. Why do you thirk the police shoot more (ANSWER FROM Q.6)? (PROBE) 

8. Based on any feelings you have, which group do you think commits 
most of the serious crimes in Los Angeles, relative to their 
numbers -- Blacks, Hispanics, or Anglos? 

Blacks 

Hispanics 

Anglos 

Don't know 

23 -1 

.2 

3 

24-25- --
26 .. 27- --
28-29- --
30-31- --
32-33- --

34- 1 

2 

3 

9 

35-36- --
37-38- --
39-40- --
41-42- --
43-44- --
45- 1 

2 

3 

9 
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9. Do you think that there are situations when the police should 
shoot to kill? 

Yes 

No 

Don't 
know 

10. are those situations? (PROBE) .. 

11. I am going to describe some different situations. For .each one, 
please tell me if a police"officer should have the right to shoot 
to kill. 

a. A person who refulses to do what 
the policeman asks 

b. A person who ;s running away from 

Yes 

57- 1 

a serious crime 58- 1 

c. A person without a weapon who 
is attacking another person 59- 1 

d. A person who is running away from 
a crime where there is a serious 
bodily injury 60- 1 

e. A person who ts running away from 
a burgl ary 61- 1 

f~ A person with a knife who ;s 
attacking another person 62- 1 

g. A person with a knife 'who ;s 
attacking a police officer ~ 63- 1 

h. A person with a gun who is 
threatening another person 64- 1 

i. A person with a gun who is 
threatening a police officer .65- 1 

No Maybe 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

46- 1 

2 

9 

47-48- --
49 .. 50- ---
51 .. 52- ---
·52-54- ......... _ ... 
55 .. 56- --_ .... 



12. Besides getting a traffic violation or warning, have you, your 
family, or friends had any contact with the police in the past year? 

.-- Yes -----
..,...~ SKIP TO Q.14 ___ No 

~---------------13.~D;d you feel that the police handled the situation properly? 

Yes 

No 

14. Are you afra.i cl to go out fn your nei ghborhood because so many 
people carry knives and guns? 

Yes 

No 
-

15~ Because of this fear, do you own a gun? 

Yes 

SKIP TO Q.17 No 

16. Do you sometimes carry a gun with you? 

Yes 

No 

17. Still thinking about this fear, do you sometimes carry a knife 
. with you? 

Yes 

No 

18. Now I have a few more questions for classification purposes. 
I can assure you that your answers will be held in strict 
confidence. Which of these categories corresponds to your 
educational level? (READ LIST) 

Less than high school 
graduate 

High school graduate 

Some college 

College graduate 

Post graduate degree 

66- 1 

2 

67- 1 

2 

68- 1 

2 

69- 1 

2 

70- 1 

2 

71- 1 

2 

72- 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



19. Into which category does your household's tota1 annual income 
fall before taxes? (~EAD LIST) 

Under $10,000 73- 1 

$10;000 to $19,999 2 

$20;000 to $24,999 3 

.. $25,000 to $29,999 4 

$30,000 and over 

.20. ·S; nee -we _ar-et'r~.ing to reach a 1 ar:ge v:ar.tety o·f p.eopre i'n th:i:.s 
whol e a-r.ea, .. wourd Y:0u pl ease tell me whi ch racital group you -are 
part of? (PROMPT WITH BLACK, WHrTE, ETC., ONLY IF NECESSARY) 

Thank you very much for your coope'rat;on. 

White 

Bliick 

Mexican-American/ 
Central/South 
American 

Other (SPECIFY) 

RECORD RESPONDENT'S NAME~ ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER,~AND THE TIME THE 
INTERVIEW ENDED. ALSO CIRCLE THE CODE FOR ETHNIC BACKGROUND AND SeX 
ON F1RST PAGE. 

. . 

5 

• 

74- 1 

2 

3 
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OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA: 
SOCIAL, POLITICAL, HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 
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The City of Oakland was incorporated in 1852. Although it was original

ly settled as part of a Spanish land grant, Oakland owes its developr.tent as 

an urban site to the California Gold Rush. Sitting on th172 eastern rim of 

San Francisco Bay, it almost immediately became a thriving port community and 

ev~ntually served as the western terminus for the Central Pacific Railway. 

The city slowly expanded its industrial base until World War II when the 

Army and Navy established major supply bases. Shipbuilding also became al 

major industry during that war and thousands of workers particularly from the 

South were ad'ded to the work force. From 1940 :., 1945, Oakl and IS popul ati on 

grew from 302,163 to 400,935. 

Th~ City possesses a sizeable industrial and manufacturing capacity 

and the Port of Oakland continues to thrive due in no small part to its 

modernization during the Vietnam War. However, Oakland, like many other 

urban communities, has experienced a significant economic decline over the 

1 ast 30 years. Industria'l, commmercial, and residential facil~O!;ies are 

generally in need of extensive rehabilitation and revitalization. In the late 

sixties and the seventies there have been some signs of redevelopment; speci-
• • 

fically, a new sports complex was built, a number of office buildings have 

been c'onstructed in the downtown area, and residential housing rehabilitation . 
has occurred in various parts of the city. But even before the adoption of 

California's property tax cutting Proposition 13, a revenue and tax specialist 

for the League of California Cities stated (Los Angeles Times, December 29, 

1915, p.l): 

"Oakland ;s in a class by itself. The typical core 
problems--high welfare depend@~~y, high crire, high 
expenses and the middle class and the tax base go-
ing elsewhere--have all come toget' in one unfor-
tunate city. 
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The present Ci ty of Oakl and occupi es approximately 58 sr. 'are mil es 

runni ng from the bayshore on the west to the summit of the Berkel ey Hi 11 s 

on the east. It is bordered on the north by the City of Berkeley and on the 

south by San Leandro. 

The bayshore consists primarily of an industrial and manufacturing strip. 

The flatlands j"nclude a number of commercial centers, but the area is mainly 

residential with nl.'inerous public housing projects and other l"ower and middle 

class housirrg. "fhe homes of the mor.e 'affluent occupy the hill. 

According to the 1980 census, the city had a populatiori "~f 339,288, a 6.2 

percent decrease si nc.~ 1970. It has recorded a popul at ion lo.ss i r'i every census 

since 1950. Only durtng the period 1977-1980 was an 'overall po-pulati.on growth 

(1.8 percent) documen~ed in a special census. At the same time that the overall 

population was declining approximately 10.perceryt, the Tacial makeup 'of the city 

changed markedly. In 1950, only 14 percent of the population was non-white. In 

1980, Oakland was 61.8 percent non-white with 46.9 percent of the total popula

tion black. One-fourth of the white population is of Spanish origin. Fully 

70 percent of Oakland's population can then be classified as members of mino

rity groups. 

Oakland has a council-manager form at gov~rnment. The mayor, who is head 

of the city counci 1 and ceremoni a 1 head of the city, and the counc i1 members 

are popularly elected. Until this year, 1981, all were elected on a city-wide 

,"basis.. Beginning in April' i981, a recently adopted charter amendment calls 

for the phasing in of district elections for council members. The executive 

power of tr.e city is h€.ld by a city manager appointed by the city council. He 

serves at the pleasure of the council. Hp appoi nts a 11 department heads' i n

cluding the police chief. 
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A City of Soc;3l and Political Turmo;l 

Since the 1950s, Oakland has been at the cutting edge of what some have 

called Ar:1erica ' s second t'C!volution. No city of comparable size has experienc-

ed greater social and political change, some of it precipitated by violent 

conflict. It has not, of course, been all sound and fury. Oakland has often 

grappled successfully with the most serious of urban problems. The city is 

known for the profess i ona 1 i sm and i ntegri ty of its ci vil servants and for the 

active public spiritedness of its citizenry, and the people of Oakland have 

worked hard and long to make their city a decent place to live. During the 

long hot summers of the 1960s when experts and national publications predicted 

that it. was r; pe for ri ot, the res i dents of the city adopted the motto "Oak

landis not for burning!" 

In the mid-fifties, a combination of gov~rnment and business officials 

sought and secu red pub 1 i c and pr; vate funds to er,gage ina broadly based 

series of community development activities. One aspect of the effort was the 

'isolation of neighborhood leadership and the encouragement of citizen parti

cipation. rhe effort did strongly condition the numerous social, political 

and econom; c change efforts that fo 11 owed. Grass roots community organi zat i on 

and the pressuring of both public and private institutions through confronta

tion became the hallmark of community activity in Oakland. 

In the late fifties, civil rights der:1onstrations in sympathy with the 

pl ight of .the sl.1t.1thern black occurred. Later, they focused, and to some de-

gree continue to focus, on local issues. Many anti-Vietnam War and anti-

draft demonstrations in the sixties often began in Berkeley but terminated 

at military facilities in Oakland. 

The city has also been the home and/or target of radical and sometimes 

violent political groups. The Black Panther Party "as founded in Oakland in 
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the mid-sixties. The SLA operated in the city during the seventies, assassi-

nating the superintendent of schools and requiring that the major part of the 

Hearst ransom be distributed in Oakland. As recently as 1980, a small Bay 

Area based segment of the Revolutionary Communist Party has engaged in violent 

demonstrations in the city. 

The Oaklano police have often been the subject of public protest. During 

the 1960s, charges of police brutality, harassment, and discrimination were 

common. There were numerous clemand.s far a ci vi Han review ... board. The-re wer-e 

al so vi 01 ent attacks upon the pol ice. "Some offi cers were' '~ambushed and the 

Police Administration Building was bombed .twice, the last 'time in 1970. 

Duri ng the seventi-es, parti cularly the 1 ate seventi.es, a major pubHc 

complaint has been a lack of police protection. The clamor takes a variety 

of forms. Some ca 11 for more pol ice. 'Others. compl a i n that pol ice are im-

properly deployed with too many officers being assigned to the more affluent 

hill. The city government found it difficult if" not impossible to reply to' 

the call for additional poli'ce manpower. A shrinking tax base due to the 

exodus of the middle class and the adoption of Proposition 13 resulted in a 

police force with over one hundred fewer officers in 1980 than in 1970. The 

city proposed a tax referendum call ing for the addition of 59 new sworn 

officers. The campaign to increase the force 'was headed by a black activist 

who had often opposed police actions in the past. The major opposition car:1e 

from those who felt that t.hey wer~ not consulted before the proposal was put 

forward, by those who bel ieved that the bulk of the nevI manpower would be 

ass i gnet,; to the hi 11, and fi na 11 y, by those who bel i eved that the tax for-
. 

mula was unfair because it did not differentiate between rich and poor. 

The election took place April 21, 1981· and the ballot measure was soundly 



M-5 

defeated. It fai 1 ed to garner even a simpl e majority whi 1 e the support of 

two-thirds of the electorate was required for passage. 

During the middle- and late-1970s the number of street confrontations 

declined. Serious disagreements continue to enliven political discussion, 

but most confrontations occur in hearing rooms and council chambers. While 

informattonal streE~t picketing is still common, the real action has moved 

indoors. For exampl e, the emot i ana 1 and even boi sterous debate concern i ng 

pol; ce rev; ew at the end of 1979 and the beginni ng of 1980 was heard before 

publ i c bod; es. A number of attempts to hol d marches and mass meeti ngs. met 

with little success. 

A.major contributor to this lessening of confrontation politics has been 

the assumption of at least a share of Oakland's political power by blacks and 

other mi nori ty groups. For many yea rs the c.on3ervati ve bug i ness communi ty 

held the real political power. The leader of that group and the symbol of 

its power was Senator William Knowland, the conservative publisher of the 

Oakland Tribune. It helped elect businessmen as mayors and city councilmen. 

During the sixties, some weaknesses began to appear and a few minority busi

nessmen and white liberals were elected to the council. A small number of 

influential blacks were appointed to executive government positions and commis

sions in the late sixties and early seventies, but it was not until 1977 that 

a black, Lionel Wilson, was elected Mayor. The Mayor who describes himself as 

a "liberal· activist". has made numerous minority appointments, worked success

fully for the charter amendment calling for the district election of councilmen, 

and was instrumental in the establishment of a police citizens' complaint 

board. While not pushing for a charter amendment at present, he stated that 

he would like to see the "strong mayor" form of government adopted in Oakland. 
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It also should be noted that Oakland's City Manager DeSignate (at the time of 

this writing) is black. 

Min 0 r; t ; e s, and part i c. u 1 a r 1 y b 1 a c k s, h a vet hen mad e con sid era b 1 e p r CI g res s 

within the system and are more likely therefore to use it. However) the busi

ness community still wields great power. Further, there is little unity within 

or between the"various minority groups, and the struggle for polltic.al power 

and survival is still ver-y much the name of the game in Oakland. 

Crime 

No matter I~hat standard is employed, Oak 1 and suffers from a very seri ous 

crime problem. Ouri ng the 'de~de of the 1960s, major crime' ; ncreased by 235 

percent. By 1973, Oakland ranked first amo'1g major cities ;'nsofar as the rate 

of serious crime was concerned. Despite a 3.8 percent decrease ;n index crimes 
I 

during the period 1970-1979 and a dec.rease in every year during the decade but 

1975 and 1979, Oakland ranked tenth in 1979 among all major cities (cities 

with a population of 100,000 or more) insofar as UCR index rates for all crimes 

and violent crimes were concerned. 

A 6.2 percent increase in serious crime in 1979 was followed by another 

6.9 percent increase in 1980. Violent crimes such as homicide, robbery, and 

felony assault each jumped over 10 percent in 1979, and ;n 1980 hO::1icide 

rose 7.4 percent. Robbery soared 38 percent and felony assault increase.d 8.3 

percent. 

Police Department 

Among their police peers, the Oakland police have long had a reputation 

for professionalism. The department has often served as a model for competence 

and efficiency. It was not always so.. In the early 19505 it found itself 

tainted with charges of corruption and inefficiency. 
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In the mid-1950s under the auspices of a reform administration, the 

department was reorgani zed. Strong emphasi s was pl aced upon the development 

of a system of command and supervision. Detailed policies and procedures were 

prepared and disseminated, and an Internal Affairs Unit was establ'ished to 

increase compliance. Selection standards and training were strengthened and a 

nationwide recruitment 'program was executed with a serious attempt being made 

to obtain college educated recruits. A Planning and Research Unit was organ

ized to analyze problems, devel~p new methods, assist in their implementation, 

and finally, evaluate 'their success. These and other ~dministrative and opera

tional efforts allowed the department to attain considerable recognition for 

professional excellence by the early 1960s. 

While professional acclaim grew, challeng~s to the department's style 

of policing arose in Oakland. The police to a, great degree saw their role as , 

that of imparti all aw enforcers, but ; n changi ng Oakland some el ements of the 

community, particularly blacks and liberals, perceived the police as cold, 

impersonal, and insensitive at best and often as discriminatory and brutal. 

Since each saw its position as "righteous" and viewed itself as misunder-

stood and aggrieved, the resultant series of conflicts and confrontation 

was predictable. 

Numerous attempts were made to medi ate the situation but ci rcumstances 

continued to deteriorate. It was not until September 1967, when Charles Gain 

was appointed Police Chief, that steps ~ere begun that lessened cOfil~unity 

tensions. Gain was a career officer in the Oakland Police Department. He 

served at every level of the departmental hierarchy from patrol officer to 

Chi ef, but he ~'1as never part of the department I s soci a 1 or fraternal coteri e. 

He was seen as remote and labeled as an administrative type rather than a 

street policeman. 
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Even before he was made Chief, Gain showed signs of being more community 

ori ented than the depa rtment 's recent pol ice 1 eadershi p. He performed the 

staff work associated with the department's first written firearms po.licy. 

Duri ng hi s years as Deputy Chi ef, he had di rected the department's fi rst com

munity relations program with some distinction and had attained the respect 

of a significan: proportion of the minority community. 

Gain served for six years as Chief of Police. During his tenure, he 

stress,ed the service an.d peac.ekeeping roles of the police. With a combina

tion of altruism and pragmatism he attempted to realize his preferred approach 

to policing. He attacked the problem with a reformer's fervor and an autocratic 

certainty. He further tightened depa'rtmental control of police c.onduct by 

strengthening the internal affairs process, by making it easier for citizens 

to complain, and by encouraging and even solic.iting such complaints. He 

instituted a more restrictive firearms policy and sponsored the development of 

a violence prevention unit. Service-oriented famlly crisis, landlord-tenant,. 

and misdemeanor citation programs were implemented. The Department under-took 

a concerted effort to hi re mi nority offi cers • All 1 evel s of trai ni ng were 

re-evaluated and revised, giving, expanded attention to the department's service 

role and broadening the individual's understanding of Oakland's various commun

itie::;:. Finally, the department pioneered a series of programs that stressed 

the Timitations of the police in the prevention and control of crime and the 

importance of citizen involve~ent in such activities. 

Support for Gain and his programs was far from universal. Sizeable 

segments of Oakland's population saw his efforts as a lessening of police 

authority in the face of a rising tide of crime, but the greatest opposit,'on 

to this leadership came from within the .Department. In the fall of 1971, 496 

of the 719 members of the Oakland Police Department participated in a "vote 
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of confi dence" concerni ng Chi ef Ga in, sponsored by the Oakl and Pol; ce Offi

cers l Association (OPOA). They voted "no confidence" in the Chief, 375 to 

121, citing among other factors his autocratic style, failure to support 

his men, softness on crime, implementation of the string/ant firearms policy, 

and solicitation of citizen complaints. The vote resulted in an outpouring of 

governmental and community support for Chief Gain and he served as Chief until 

his retirement in December 1973. 

Deputy Chief George Hart, the deputy most closely associated with Gain, 

was appoi nted Chi ef •. Hart, at the t i.me of hi s appoi ntment, was 39 years 

old and an l8-year veteran of the Department. He was seen as more relaxed 

qnd informal, more sensitive to the problems of officers, and more atten-

tive to them as individuals. 

To a question by a reporter of the Los Angeles Times (December 17, 1973, 

p. 3) about his position on the liberal-conservative continuum, he said, "I 

think it is possible to have the best of two worlds--for police to enforce the 

law?nd perform as service agents to the community. Perhaps I'm a middle-of

the-roader." 
• 
Ha rt and the Department have faced a vari ety of diffi cul ti es duri ng hi s 

administration. Although crime spiraled upward in the 1960s it assumed center 
. 

stage in the publ ic consciousness in the 1970s. In an effort to cope, he 

expanded the citizen involvement programs that he had been instrumental in 

implementing as Deputy Chief. Using federal, state and local funds, Oakland 

de'veloped c! network of projects strc:ssing citizen participation. 

These activities in collaboration with the efforts of a continuously 

shrinking sworn staff managed to decrease major crime 3.8 percent between 1970 

and 1979. From 1970 tp 1979, Oakl and Pol ice Departnent' s authorized strength 



decreased 1..2 percent from 730 police personnel to 634, and in December 1979, 

only 605 sworn officers were actually employed. 

In the mid- and late-70s, the Police Department's relationship with 

Oakland's minorities has been a veritable roller coaster, although street 

confrontations became extremely rare. The black community particularly contin-
. 

ued to complai~ about what it considered to be police malpractice, discrimina-

tion, harassment., and br.u.tality (excessive force complaint·s .did decrease 7.2 

percent between 1970 and 1979) ,and ,g:en~f'ally sought a great:er \ev.el 'of commun

ity control over the police. 'This activity, encoura~ed bythe',election of Mayor 

Wilson in 1977 and fueled by the emotionalism g'enerated by a series of nine 
. 

fata 1 shooti ngs of black per-sons by the 'pol ice between March .17, 1979 and 

January 6, 1980, culminated in the establishment of a Citizens Complaint Review 

Board in April 1980. 

A second and closely related area of conflict between the police and the 

black ~ommunity was the pU$h to make the Department's sworn staff more repre

sentat i ve of the commu'n i.ty. Despi te the fact that the minori,ty .percentage o·f 

the sworn complement went from 7.9 percent in 1970 to 34.2 percent in 1979 and 

that an average of 63.9 percen~ of all new'hires between 1973 and 1979 were 

minoriti'es, the black community, led" by the Oak~and Black Officers Association 

(OBOA) has publicly demanded changes in city and departmental personnel proce

dures. In 1973, they were succassful and the city signed a consent decree 

whi ch requ; red the department to hi re more mi nor; ty offi cers. In 1974, the 

California State Fair Employment Practices Commission (FEPC) conducted an 

affirmative action survey. The result was a report containing 64 recommend

ations regarding recruitment, testing processes, training, and other job-r~la-

ted issues. A majority of the reco~::;~ndations related to the policies or 

procedures of the city's Personnel Department.' I~ost recom:nendations were 



implemented except for those that \'/ere viewed as too expensive or were meet~ 

and-confer issues. 

In 1975, the City Counr.il's Public Safety Committee conducted an investi

gation of departmental policies and practices in the areas of training, in

ternal affairs, investigative procedures, and the processing of citizen com

plaints. The committee produced a number of recommendations which were imple

mented. 

Fi ria lly, in August 1979, the OBOA wrote to the Ci vil Servi ce Commi ssi on 

complaining of discri~ination in the areas of promotion, transfer, assignment, 

and training. Somewhat later, it, or its representatives, also filed com

plaints with the Federal Office of Revenue Sharing (ORS) and the FEPC. The 

ORS analyzed thle situation and informed the city that its investigation con

firmed the charges. Negotiations are currently in process. The FEPC reviewed 

the complaint and determined that no further investigation was necessary. 

The Civil Service Commission held a number of public hearings and 

submitted its report to the Mayor and Council in August 1979. Many of its 

recommendations were similar to those that had been proposed previously 
• 

and had already been adopted. Others were held for future consideration, 

and one, the special Review Board, was implemented after additional consi

derat'ion by a Task Force on Citizens ' Complaints appointed by the Mayor 

and Counci1. 

These challe,nges to the Department have caused serious strains. Public 

disputes, litigation, and required limitations on resources have weakened 

the department's ability to fulfill its mission. The OPOA and the OBOA have 

found themselves on different sides of issues such as promotions and external 

review, and thE!Se differences have some negative impact upon esprit de corps 

and morale. The OBOA del~yed the sergeants' and lieutenants ' promotional exams 
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and even after the sergeants' list resulted in 17 out of the first 45 being 

minorities and women, the OBOA said it still considered a lawsuit. Three of 

the first 13 sergeants appointed were minorities and two black lieutenants 

were appointed. There are presently three black lieutenants and eight black 

sergeants in the Department. There are no black captains or deputy chiefs. 

There was one black deputy duri ng the 19705, b.ut he resi gned to become chi ef 

in Berkeley. 

Despi,te a 1'1 of the controversy, 'howev.er, the Oak 1 an'd ?tili ce 'Department 

still maintains its reputation for professional competency. Department pro-

grams and practi ces ar.e often offered as model s by government ,bodies, "profes

sional organizations and police authorittes. Its approaches to ma~aging crimi

nal investigations (Mer) .,md crime prevention ac.tivities receive considerable 

national recognition. Oakland officers ..ar.e als.o called upon to fill important 

positions in professional organizations and to serve as consultants to other 

police agencies. An Oakland captain is presently' serving as the President of' 

the Pol ice Management Assoc i ati on and 'a sergeant recent ly provi ded techn ica 1 

assi stnce to the Atl anta Pol i I;e Department on the infamous mL'rders of bl ack 

children. 

The U~e of Deadly Force 

The Oakland Police Department's Firearms Discharge Policy dates to the 

mid-fifties. It was prepared, as part of the department's effort to profes

sionalize itself through the development and implementation of written policy 

guidelines. It followed California State statutes whkh generally permit the 

use of deadly force 1n all felony cases, but was careful to restrict the use. of 

a firearm against juveniles, for a h'arning shot, and against or from a moving 

vehicle. It further cautioned against the use of. a firearm unless all other 

means have failed. The order also included a firm ,internal review procedure. 



~1-13 

On July 9, 1968, at the peak of the confl ict between the black community 

and the pol ice and after four consecutive days on which Oakl and pol ice had 

fired at burglary suspects, Chief Gain issued Special Order 1072: 

Departmental General Order K-3 (Discharge of Firearms) 
is being reviewed. Until such time as the review is 
completed, members shall not discharge firearms for 
the purpose of effecting the capture of, or preventing 
the escape of, a person whom the member has a reason
able cause to believe has committed a burglal~y, auto
mobile theft, or any felony violation of the California 
Vehicle Code, and the member has no reasonable cause 
to believe the person has committed any other felony. 

The immediate reaction was negative. The officers expressed open disp1easure 

at roll calls and a bogus general order appeared suggesting that police 

officers would be disarmed. The Oakland Tribune printed numerous negative 

letters. The Mayor let it be known that he was upset. 

In a working meeting with the City Council in the Mayor's office two days 

later, Gain coun~ered criticism by saying that it was a matter of relative 

values. Life is more valuable than property. He also made it clear that he 

would change the regulation if it could be shown that it resulted in a signi

ficant increase in crime. Supporting groups also came forward~ By the end 
. 

of the first week, favorable telegrams received by the Mayor's office slightly 

outnu~bered the negative. 
. 

The issue came to a head before the CHy Counci 1 in early August. The 

Mayor stated his disagreement with the policy and the Chief. He called for 

t,le Council to select one of their alternatives, lift the restriction, call 

fcir a continuance of the restriction, or affirm Gain's right as an administra-

tive decision. The first council member to speak on the issue expressed trep

idation about the impact of the order upon crime and pOlice morale, but said 

he would support the Chief. The City Manager then stated that he felt this 

was an administrative matter and that this issue should be discussed with hi~. 
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Counc i1 bowed to hi s wi shes and voted un an imously to refer the matter to 

committee, shelving the issue. 

Because of the sp.r'lousness of the issue, Gain required officers to sub

mit reports whenever the restri ct i on hi ndered them in apprehendi ng suspects. 

From 1968 to 1974 only two such reports were filed. Crime generally leveled 

off and then b~an to decrease dUring the years after the implementation of 

the policy. Burglary arrests continued al.. about the same rate. The actual 

number of shoot'ing incidents decreased fr..om 4.8 incidents a month for the 

first six months of 1Y68 to an average of 1.4 shoeting incidents per month in 

the next 28 months. 

In 1975, the Firearms Di-scharg-e -1"01 icy was revised to include Special 

Order 1072 and to redefine the terms justifiable, nonjustifiable, and acci-

dental as used in the findings of the Board of Review. 

In August 1977, the ~F;r.earms Discharge Policy was again revised. 'This 

time to incorporate the provisions of decisiona~ law. Special Order 3260 

states in part: 

In Kortum v. Alkire (69 C.A. 3d 325) the Court held that 
the word "felony," as used in Penal Code Sections 196, 
197, 835a and 837, refers only to II violent" felonies and 
that the use of deadly force against a felony suspect is 
prohibited unless the felony ••• "is of the violent variety, 
i.e., a forcible and atrocious one which threatens death 
or seri ous bodily harm. II Thus, the Court's deci s1 on 
serves to prohibit the use of deadly force merely because 
a particular offense constitutes a felony. 

,The present fi rearms di schar-ge pol icy restri cts fi rea rm usage by off; cers to 

the follow; ng: 

1. At an approved range 

2. When killing seriously tnjured or dangerous animals when 
other disposition is not p,ractical 

3. When necessary in the defense of their ow~ lives or the 
defense of another person's life when all other avail
able means have failed. 
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arid killed after he pointed a rifle at the officer, produced the greatest 

unrest. Although a 11 the i nvol ved off; .:ers were cl eared by internal, county, 

and inmost cases, federal; nvest i gat ions, the per; od was dotted with news 

conferences, public meetings, and some'informational picketing. The Revolu

tionary Communist Party tried unsuccessfully to organize a major demonstration , 

consisting main1y of students from Melvin Black's school, but other members of 

the black community were able to limit the size and tone of the ciemonstration. 

During this period 'ar'So, some po1ioe offi,cers, including an officer who was 

known to have been involved in rn earlter shooting, cha-sed a suspect into the 

NAACP's office in Oakland. The incident was further inflamed 'by the display 

of firearms on the part of the officers. 

As a result of the community discontent, there were numerous eomp1aint~ 

and call s far pol ice revi ew befO're the Ci ty 'Counei 1. In the fall of 1979, the 

Mayor and Coune; 1 appointed a Task Force on Citizens' Complaints to study the 

issue. The Task Force presented its report in eCirly January in an emotional' 

pub 1 i c heari ng attended by (flOre than 2,'500 people. They recummended a fi,ve

member board appointed by the Mayor and approved by the Council that would 

review complaints to the department's Internal Affairs unit. The Task Force 

called for the body to be mainly advisory, making recommendations to the City 

Manager and Police Chief. The hearing was lon~ and boisterous, but the report 

was fOiwarded to the Mayor and Council as proposed by the Task Force • . 
The Council voted to, accept the idea of the review board in principle 

the next day. Despite calls to strengthen the Board an,ci the NAACP cailing 

for powers similar to those of Berkeley's Pol~ce Board which deals with policy 

matters as well as hears complaints, on April 15, 1980, the Council estab·· 

lished a Citizens' COi.ip., .. ,)t Soard. It basically follows the Task Force's 

proposals. It;? advisory in nature and it is to steer clear of policy ~atters. 



M-15 

4. To capture or prevent the escape of a person when ALL of 
the following conditions exist: 

a '"he member has reasonable cause to believe that the 
~erson is committ:ng or has committed a violent 
felony which involves the use of deadly force and 
which threatens or results in the death or serious 
bodily injury of another person, and 

b. The person is known or believed,to be an adult, 18 
years of age or older, and 

c. The lives of persons not involved in the offense wi11 
not be endangered by the discharge, ~ 

d. All other available means of apprehending the person 
'have failed. 

Finally, on August 25, 1980, the Firearm Discharge Policy was re

Vised to improve control over the review process with the Chief of Pollee 

assuming responsibil ity rather than the Deputy Chief, Bureau of Operations. 

Changes were also made in the composition of the Board of Review in an attempt , 

to reduce delays in the convening Boards by creating a larger pool of officers 

that are eligible to serve. 

In the 11 years between 1969 and 1979, the Oakland Police Department has 

averaged 22 purposeful firearms discharges, six suspects injured by discharges, 

and 3'.6 fatal ities per year. The number of purposeful shootings has ranged 

from a low of 11 in 1978 and 12 in 1973 to 34 in 1969 and 30 in 1975. The 
. 

highest nUfT\ber of fatal incidents was eight in 1979. Seven ,occurred in 1975. 

Whil e the Department has experi enced cons i derabl e negati ve react; on to 

individual, shootings over the years, the nine fatal shootings that occurred 

be'tween t~arch 17, 1979 and January 6, 1980 resulted ;n extensive cOr.!:7lunity 

unrest. All nine of the deceased, eight r.1en and a 15-year-old youth, were 

black. Two of the shootings, Melvin Black, 15, a sniper suspect, who was 

shot and killed by undercover vice squad officers when they were threatened 

by what they thought was a hand gun, and. Charles Sri scoe, 37, who was shot 
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It was authorized to hire its own investigative staff. While it can subpoena 

witnesses, it cannot subpoena police officers. To date, April 15,1981, the 

Board has found one officer to have used excessive force in a choke hold 

position. 

After the January 6, 1980 fatal shooting, the Department did not have 
. 

another fatal it)' until' February 1981. 
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Newark was first settled in the 16605. During the twentieth century it 

evolved from a sleepy trading town into a vibrant satellite middle-A:.1erican 

city of 429,760 persons by 1940. The primarily Caucasian (89.5 percent) pop-

ulation comprised an ethnic mix of English, German, Irish, Jewish, and 

Ital ian citizens. The pol itics of Newark reflected the heritage of its 

citizens. A -ward-dominated council expressed in pol itical power the real ity 

of ethnic domination of its neighborhoods. Burlesque theaters, cinemas, 

department stores and fine restaurants peppered the central area surrounding 

the intersection of Broad and Market Streets. The city 'was known as the 

"financial and insurance capital" of New Jersey and a major economic center 

in the Northeast. 

Major changes occurred during and intensified immediately following 

World War II. The city received a major flood of black irmligrants who left 

the rural south in search of war-related industrial jobs. According to 

Wright (1968), fully 40 percent of the citizer:ls by 1967 were born in .the 

Southern states. Discrimination and political isolation accompanied this 

immigration. Cunningham (1960) writes: IIHistreatment of the Negro was clear 

by 1946, if few politicians ~nd business leaders cared to acknowledge it.1I 

In the next 35 years, the probl ems of Newark increased geometri ca lly. 

Middle-class flight both white and black have increased, creating a net 

popula:ion loss of ne~rly 40 percent by 1980. ~conomic indicators, age, 

trends and sales figures evidence a sharply atrophying urban area. 

[INSERT TABLES 1, 2, Arm 3 HERE] 
. 

Today, the visitor to Newark is struck by the ghostlike squalor and 

deterioration of virtually all of the city. This sq:Jalor is evident in almost 

every aspect of Newark life. Once-fin~ neighborhoods resemble the bom~ed-out 

cities of post-war Europe. The South End !..'eequahlc district (once an enviable 



TABLE 1. OVERALL PROFILE 

General: 

City~ Newark 
County: Es sex 
Size: 24~14 square miles 
Type: Urban Center 
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Population Density: 13,876.5 per square mile 

Municipal Statistics, 
Municrpal Code: 100 
Form of Government: Mayor-Council Plan; 9 members 
Standard & Poor Rating: BBB 
Moody Rating: BAA 
Genera 1 Tax Rate "Per $100: 9.25 
State Equalized ToaxRate: 5.77 

Demographics 
Population Trends 1950 1960 1970 1976 19.80 
Tota,' ~Popu'ati'on 438,776 40~0 38T,93'0 334',979 290-;000 (est.) 

Black Population 74,965 138,035 213,881 209,697 
~I Bl ack 34.0 56.0 52.6 
Spanish Speaki~g 16,240 45,832 52,592 
% Spanish 4.0 .12.0 15.7 
Over Age 65 24,500 30,469 ,35,508 
% OVer Age 65 6.0 7.9 10.6 

Age Profile - 1970* 
- One half of the male white population was below 31.6 years old, 

compared with 19.0 y~ars for black 'males, 25.2 years for males in 
other races, and 16.4 years for Spanish males • 
• 

- The respective median ages for females were - white 35.1 years, 
bJack 22.9 years, other races 25.6 and Spanish 18.6 years. 

222,165 or 58.1 percent of the total population were in the prjme 
working age group, 16 to 64 years old. 

* This information is updated on the county level only. 

Employment and Une~plo ment - 1977 (1) . 
- The civi lan abor force was 1 ,469 as follows: 47.3 percent white, 

51.6 percent black, 12.1 percent other races, and 8.6 percent Spanish. 

- Civilian employment totaled 138,292. 

- Jobs occurred in the following four major industry groups: 
- ~lanufacturi ng 

Source: Newark Factbook; 1976 
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TABLE 2. CITY RETAIL SALES 

Inflation Adjusted Figures 

1975 - $424,768,900 

1974 - $449,126,000 

1973 - $564,664,990 

1972 - $523,425,370 

1971 - $491,262,110 

1970 - $515,873,100 

1969 - $563,890,790 

1968 - $682,096,150 

1967 - $709,600,000 

1966 - $746,938,~60 

1965 - $788,914,100 

Source: Newark Factbook, 1976 
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TABLE 3. DEPARTMENT STORE SALES (1967-1976) 

The major department stores in the city are located in the central business 
district. Many other department stores are lotated throughout the city. 
These are easily accessible from anywhere in Newark and surrounding areas. 
A shopper can use mass transit or drive in and use convenient park and lock 
facilities at a discount. Department store sales in 1976 reached $82,856,000. 

Newark's major department stores include: 

Bamberger's, 131 Market Street; 
Hahne's & Company, 609 Broad Street; 
Jack's Bargain Store, 141 Market 'Street; 
McCrory's, 697 Broad Street; 
Mi chell s Dep-artment Store, 101 Market Street; 
Sears Roebuck & Company, 168 "Elizabeth Avenue; 
Two GuysJ);scount Department Store, 715 Broad Street; 
F.W. Woui·,'orth & Co., 165 Market Street 

Ci'ty 

1976 - $ 82,856,000 

1975 - 86,745,000 

1974 - 93,152,000 

1973 91,760,000 

1972 93,975,000 

1971 - 102,328,000 

1970 - 108,233,000 

1969 - 111,579,000 

1968 - 100,892,000 

1967 - 105,539,000 

Source: U.S. Department of Cummerce, Bureau of Census, 
Social and Economic Administration 
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1. violent crime rate 
2. tuberculosis rate 
3. syphilis rate 
4. maternal mortality rate 
S. highest tax burden 
6. loss of population, businesses and skilled persons 

In terms of tax burden, few if any cities inflict a higher rate of property 

tax than does Newark on its remaining homeowners, many of whom are trapped 

in the ci ty for want of buyers. Arson, yanda 1 i sm and chi 1 d negl ect are also 

exceedingly high. 

Re'cen~ ,pol it; cal changes have shi fted the responsi bi 1 ity for Newark IS 

plight, but have not fundamentally altered it. Mayor Kenneth Gibson, elected 

in 1970, has exerted forceful, if often controversial, leadership within the 

city'. Opposed by hoth whites and (at times) blacks on the city council, he 

has incr'eased federal inflow of dollars to the city, fostered some major 

renewal projects and increased black political participation, but seemingly 

has not stemmed the economic and social atrophy of the city. 

Crime 

During the late 1970s there has appeared Newark's major concern: crime. 

A police union bumper sticker reflects a major preoccupation of its citizens: 

"Feel SafE~ in Newark - LEAVE. II 

. 
Measured in terms of reported crime, Newark cor)!;i stently ranks along 

with Atlanta and East St.Louis as among the most crime-ridden cities in the 

United States. Many persons suspect, however, that the 1 evel of crime in 

"Newark is substantially under-reported due to the fact that few people are 

insured and that even fewer believe that reporting a crime would lead to any 

positive /3ction on the part of the police. The high-rise public housing 

projects stand as isolated islands of crime, hopelessness, and violence. Ro~

bery and burglary (many cases-if not most--unreported) are co~non occurrences. 
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Jewish, Greek and German area) lies virtually abandoned. Many of the apart

ment houses are burned out and uninhablterl--even buildings whose walls are 

sound and relatively neWj some of the devastated building~ were built after 

World War II. Restaurants, bars, laundries, furniture stores lie vacant 

and boarded up, with prices, sale announcements and bargains ironically 

displ ayed thr-ough iron grating--the prices and dates being often 10 years 

old; e.g., 

SALE - 16 11 NEW 1971 MODEL MOTOROLA 
ONLY $129.99 

Many of Newark's finest schools of the 1950s are now ~arked by violence 

and fear or are actually abandoned: As 1 ate as the early 1960s Weequahi c 

High School ranked on par with the best schools in the United States (along 

with those in Newton, Massachusetts, and Evanston, Illinois). Now its seniors 

often graduate with less than an av'~rage 9th grade level of educational 

attainment. Essex Academy, once the best of t~e region's Catholic schools, . 
a huge marb1 e structure, 1 i es abandoned. Parks are empty most of the day, 

visited only by a few ragged men who nurse wine bottles in paper bags. The 

downtown area at nightfall ,is descended upon by muggers, prostitutes and 

drug dealers. On a summer night, cars (many from the suburbs) line up to ge 

met by young black and Hispanic drug dealers selling pills, marijuana, cocaine 

and heroin. On side streets large gangs of juveniles wander about or sit on 

empty stoops. In winter,' aging men warm themselves from fires lit in metal 

barrels. 
. 

The statistics ref1ecting the quality of life in Newark are appalling. 

The city, according to Wright, 1969, has remained first (or near first)' in 

such statistics as: 
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Crime in Newark has become such an entrenched part of soc.ial life that it 

has altered many social behaviors. The central city is virtually abandoned 

after dark. Almost all open stores employ armed security guards. Reveal

ingly, in one central ward ice-cream store, cones are purchased through a 

security slot in a bullet-proof glass which protects the clerks. Night 

classes at Ru~gers Newark campus are generally under-enrolled. 

Using 'objective' measures there appears a soaring crime rate (over 

(40,000 UCR part one offenses in 1980), which is almost 80 percent greilter 

than it was in 1965 when the city was almost 30 percent rarger. Even more 

troubling is the apparent reality that due in part to decJining police per

sonnel, arrests have declined sl ight1y as reported crime has dramatically 

increased. Especially troubling in the rise in these statistics is the 

dramatic rise in such violent crimes as murder (up 250 percent from 1965) 

and robbery (up an astonishing 400 percent! I). 

The Newark Police Department Under Ethnic Control 

The history of the Ne\'/ark Police Department, of course, reflects the 

social history of the city and is similar to that found in other declining 

urban areas. In 1857, the fi rst pol ice department was formed in Newark by 

Mayor Moses Bi gal ow. In the next century, it was recogni zed as a cOr.1petent 

and largely effective law enforcement body with a possible reputation for 

excessive force and a politically partisan style. During the 19605, the .. 
adninistration of Pol ice Di rector Dom;nic~ A. Spina came to symbol ize the 

increased confl ict and tension which then character.; zed the Newark Pol ice 

Department. Even before the devastating riot of 1967, Spina gave warni.ngs 

that lIextremists" were attempting to seize the city. A 1968 article in 

which Spina forbade black police officers to associate with "radical" groups 
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symbol i zed the Spi na-era department's apparent ; nabi 1 i ty to cora wi th the 

political and racial changes which would envelope the Ne\l'drk Police in the, 

1960s. 
POLICEMEN CAN'T JOIN EXTREMISTS: SPINA 

Any organization "which preaches violence, racial hatred 
and anarchy" is extremist and the type of organization to 
which no Newark policeman may beiong, Police Director 
Dominick A. Spina said yesterday. 

Spina followed by issuing a departmental order prohibit
ing police from belonging or taking part in any way in activi
ties of any extremist group. His statement and order came 
af~rhemet in City Hall with the Concerned Brothers of New
ark, a group of Negro and .white:clergymen. He stressed, how
aver, that his acti.on had been long planned and did not re
sult from the meeting. 

The pol tee di rector decl ined "at "-this time" to rabel any 
group as extremist, whether white or Negro. He said he would 
be the judge as individual tomplaints arose. 

In his order" Spina stated that "no member of the Newark 
Police department shall belong to any sUDversive or extremist 
group nor shall ha participate in any demonstration, speech
making, picketing or other activity which would tend to create 
the impression that he is a part of such extremist group. 

"An extremist group is any association of individual,s who 
preach hatred of any kind, \'iho advocate vi 01 ence or anarchy." 

Would Face Charges 

"Any member of the department who is alleged to belong 
to any such group or participates in its activity shall be 
promptly investigated and charges drawn up against him." 

He warned that the public "carefully screens the activi
ties of every policeman today and what one individual police 
officer does is a reflection on the entire police department. 1I 

In his order, Spina added that police must "act with 
greater restraint and caution than the average citizen. 1I He 
said there have been several allegations in the last few 
weeks of police being involved in demonstrations, speeches 
and membership in organizations which the public feels are 
extremi st. 

liThe mood of the public ;s one of alarm,1I he s.!iid. 
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The director said he anticipates several civilian com
plaints against police which the department will investi
qate. He said he would file a complaint personally any time 
he observes an officer taking part in extremist activities. 
Newark News, (April 10, 1967). 

According to Govenor Hughes I special Commission Report regarding the 

Newark ri ot of 1967, three fundamental cha rges were all eged about the Newark 

police department of the Spina era (1962-1970): corruption, brutality, and 

rac; sm. 

Corruption and granting special favors Were apparently very common. 

Several of the police leaders interviewed recalled how such offenses as 

gambling were handled in the old days. One senior detective described how 

when ;n 1965 he arrested an established gambler for a traffic offense the 

gambl er immediately went to a phone booth "SO that the D1 rector (Spina) 

could give the patrolman some advice on how t~ handle a "difficult" situation. 

Not coincidentally there were several major scandals involving illegal police 

protection of rackets, vice and gambling. Major Gibson would later refer to 

the police protection of gamblers as "a normal business relationship." The 

department's response to the issue of brutality was also troubling. A 

comment by Spina as reported in the newspaper is reflective of the apparently 

defensive tone of the department's leadership, ir:1:;"lediately following the 

riot of July 1967. 

MYTH OF POLICE BRUTALITY CAUSES COPS TO QUIT: SPINA . 
Newark Police Director Dominick A. Spina said last night 

that the "myth of police brutalitytl is causing :;any policemen 
to resign and making it difficult to recruit na~ officers. 

Spina, speaking at a symposium on police ~rutality at 
Upsala College in East Orange, declared that ";roups like 
CORE, continue to attack and subvert the police, fostering 
hostility between the people and the polic .. ~.11 
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Spina went on: 

IIAt tr.~ time of the insurrection in Newark the police de
partment d~dn't have 25 shotguns and no riot hats. I submit 
that if we 1ad not armed quickly, the city would have gone up 
in flamesj W~ did our best to stem the tide of criminality 
which swept Newark. 1I 

liThe Negroes themselves are being victimized by the 
criminal element in the ghettos,1I he said. IIPolice brutality 
is not a widespread problem. When police answer a call they 
react the way they are treated. 

"If I am treated like a gentleman, I react like a gentle
man; if you want to get rough, I can get rough too." Newark 
News, (November 11, 1968). -
Hayden (1968) alleged that only two of 60 allegations of brutality were 

substantiated from 1962 to 1967. Several police leaders we interviewed 

recalled prisoners hung by their feet out of Detention Bureau or precinct 

windows. One black community leader recalle~: "In those days blacks sim121y 

were afraid to go into a police station for almost any reason." 

Institutionalized racism was also apparently common in the Newark Police 

Department of the 1960s according to several black pol ice and community 

leaders we interviewed. Both black citizens and black police officers were 

believed to have been victims of this attitude. Black citizens were (accord

ing to several accounts of pol ice behavior during the period) frequently . 
harassed for minor offenses, and at times beaten and verbally abused. 

Similarly a "community leader" interview with a black state assemblyman 

recal1ed how "brutality towards blacks was almost assumed" by both polke 

off; cers and ci ti lens. One bl ack pol ice "1 eader" r~ca 11 ed: 

(Police Leader #5) 

In those days there was none of this "please, sir" or "I 
request you mister" stuff. It was all, "Boy, do this!1I 
That kind Qf shit. 
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Another aspect of police racism affected black police officers. In Edward 

Williams t The First Black Captain (1977) Deputy Chief Williams recalls: 

[po 35J ••• That was the last time I worked in a radio car 
as a patrolman ••• I had never seen a mixed patrQl team, 
so I knew I wouldn't replace a white patrolman on vaca-
tion. When I came on the police department in 1953, the 
total black complement consisted of one sergeant, two 
detectives, four policewomen, four radio patrolmen and 
fh-e foot pa.t ro 1 men ••• 

Another black police leader (Police Leader #11) recalled: 

It was like you were a second-class citizen. You always 
had to be thankful for any but the most distasteful 
assignments. It was always the Italian, Gennan, Jewish 
or Irish guys who got any plum. Also if they got down 
on you, forget it. Once when I was young and Spina 
thought I was uppity, he gave me a warehouse to patrol 
for almost three months. Another time r was rotated to 
a new post every day for three months because they 
thought I was an uppity nigger. That's what it was 
1 ike. 

1~ Waters,hed: July 12-17, 1967. 

Inasmuch as Newark police history has a watershed, it was five hot days 

of July, 1967. While versions of these days will differ, all agree as to 

the significance of the event, both for the city of Newark' and for America. 

As did several of the riots of the 1960s (Watts blew up after a minor traffic 

incident, Detroit after a raid on an "after hours bar"), the Newark riot, 

which left 23 people dead, began with a minor incident. According to the Star

Ledge~ account (July 17, 1967), the riot began when cab driver John Smith 

was arr~sted by two Newark police officers for tailgating. The: t,rf'~icers .. 
charged Smith with using abusive language and used "necessary force to con-

trol him." According to Smith, at a bail hearing, ,the force was at least 

unusua 1 : 
They caved in ribs, busted a hernia and put a hole in 
my head. After I got to the precinct, six or seven 
officers along with the twb who arrested ce stomped 
me in the ribs and back. They then t09k ne to a cell 
and put my head over the toilet bowl. W~ile my head 
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was over the to) 1 et bowl I W;;lS struck on the ba.ck of 
the head with a revolver ..• An arresting officer in the 
cell-block said, IIThis baby is mine ••• " (Hayden, 1957, 
p. 10) 

While there is considerable controversy over the precise facts of the arrest 

of John Smith there is little doubt about the impact of'the perceptions of 

the avent. At 8:00 p.m., black cab drivers with radios' spread the news' of 

the cleating to resid'ents of the Hays Housing Project (a large crime-r'idden 

project) next to the West 'Precinct where Smith was-being held. 
, 

Black.residents .of the H~.i's projects and the su;rounding Spri·ngfi.eld 

Avenue area (the deteriorating central ward's mnjor avenue) soon began sur

roundi ng the West Preci nct demandi ng Smith I s rel ease. The crowd i ncl uded 

most1y black men between 15 and 25 years of age~ At 11:00 p.m., a molotov 

cocktail was thrown at the precinct. By midnight the precinct was completely 

surrounded. Rocks and bottles were being thrown at -regular intervals at the 

police officers who at first appeared on the steps and then retreated inside , 

the West Precinct. Memories of these hours are still vivid among the older 

officers on the force. One white police leader, for example, recalled: 

We were all inside. It was really frustrating. We 
knew that if we went out and got control we could 
end it, but the politicians wouldn't let us. It 
was like they wanted the riot to happen (Police 
Leader #1). 

A black police leader recalled: 

For a black officer inside the West it was terrible. 
You were both a black and a police officer. You 
undprsto~rl why the people outside were doing it, but 
as a police 0fficer could not condone it. Also, 
you were hated both by the people outside the 
building (the rioters) and those inside (i.e., white 
cops)(P01ice Leader #9). 

The remaining days were filled with horror for most officers. While most 

(acc.ording to the Hughes Commission) of the 23 people to die would die at 
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the hands of the state troopers (3,000) and national guardsmen called to 

support the Newark police, some officers freely admit firing almost wildly 

at both looters and "snipers. 1t Emotions were still obviously intense as the 

offi cers recounted the days fJll ow; ng the arrest of the cab dri ver John 

Smith in the West Precinct. One police leader recounted: 

I r-emember passing a Gree;" Orthodox church~ where I 
went to church as a kid. It was burning. I just 
started crying thinking wha,t 'che city llsed to be 1 ike 
and what it became (Police Leader #5). 

Another police leade~ said: 

You saw the worst in people. OlG ladies throwing piss 
bags at you. Grown men stealing beer. And also police 
officers and young troopers just shooting into stores 
(Police Leader #1). 

An experienced police leader, a detective: 

Guys went c ra zy. 
the state police. 
things were tense 
#14) n 

It was equally balanced between us and 
You'd be on duty 36 hours in a row and 
and guys would react (Police Leader 

The press coverage of the riot pl aced an almost indel ibl e stigma on the 

Ne\'{ark pol ice. In one articl e (July 28, 1~67), a L He' reporter coverer -,-
the shooting of one looter, William FurrQ who was killed by a Newark police 

offi cer after ne carl~i ed a case of beer from an almost compl etel,Y looted 

store-. In the same arti cl e there was a photograph of a young boy hi t by a 

police- bullet; above him stood a corpulent police officer, almost nonchalant

ly smoking a cigar, dre~sed.in full-riot gear ~nd carrying a shotgun over his 

shoulder cowboy style. 

The impact of the riot w~s profound for both tbe police department and 

the community. The police department was subjected to intense political, 

legal and media scrutin~ which almost out of hand vilified it. The subsequent 
. 

Hughes Commission report found massive deficien~ies in recruitment, training 
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and other areas. The City of Newark was al so profoundly changed by the 

riot. "White flight" greatly increased. The riot gutted virtually the 

entire centtal ward business area which was either looted or "torched. II 

Businesses not burned or looted pulled out from the central area in large 

numbers. A Safeway store several blocks in the downtown area to this day 

stands a burnt out memori a 1 to the ri ot. A si gn on an i ron gate reads: liTo 

our customers. We . will reopen soon. Signed A. Guzzi, Manager, July 15, 

1967. II 

The next years were extremely difficult ones for the Newark Police De

partment. The final years of the Spina administration were especially tur-

bUlent. Police turnover increased astronomically. Spina and Mayor Addonizio 

sought to make concessions to the black community but clearly failed. Any 

act of force, especially deadly force, carried with it the potential for 

further disorder. Ten months following the July riot, another major distur

bance was triggered by'a use of deadly force by a young, black police offi~ 

cere The New York Times reported: 

Tuesday, May 20 A patrolman shot and killed a teen
aged boy in the predominantly Negro South Ward here yes
terday afternoon and, within hours, large, disorderly 
crowds were looting stores in the area, the scene of ma
jor rioting in 1967. 

Newark1s entire 1,400-man police force was mobil
ized with shotguns and tear-gas bombs to quell the dis
turbances, in which dozens of stores were looted, 60 
persons arrested and at least 11 persons injured, three 
of them with gunshot wounds. 

While sporadic looting by roving bands of teen
agers continued into the-early morning hours, the major 
trouble appeared to have ended about 9:00 p.m. 

The police said the lootings following the fatal 
shooting of a youth identified as De~ter Johnson, 17 
years old, of 133 Schuyler Avenue in Newark. He was 
reported to have been shot by Patrolman ____ _ 
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who was later reported to have been suspended from the 
Police Department. 

Patrolman , 28 years old, has been a member 
of the department since May 10, 1965, and has been twice 
cited for meritorious police action. He is married and 
the father of two children ••• 

According to the police, the Johnson youth and 
another teen-ager, riding in a borrowed car, struck a 
pol~ce car at Hunterdon Avenue and West Bigelow at about 
4:30 p.m. The youth's car sped away and the patrolmen 
pursued in their squad car, the police said ••• (New York 
Times, May 20, 1968). 

Another factor in the police policies of the late 1960s was the increased 

militancy of both black and white political groups. Young blacks in the 

central ward flocked to the mil itants such as LeRoi Jones, the poet--a 

charismatic leader in the early 1970s. White citizens, mostly Italians 

in the north ward rallied around Tony Imperiale, a leader of the North Ward 

Citizen's Committee sworn to defend Newark from the "black radical animals." 

The polarized race relations in 1969 were perceptively analyzed by journalist 

Stuart Al sop. The excerpt below perceptively describes the pol ari zed, tense 

(and strangely similar) rhetorical styles of the black and white Newark 

spokespersons of the era. 

Something odd and new and interesting is beginning 
to happen in this jungle-city. Riot-wracked Newark, in 
which Negroes are now a majority of the population, may 
well be the prototype city of the American future. So 
this odd, new, and interesting phenomenon is worth de
scribing. 

The convenient symbols of the phenomenon are LeRoi 
Jones and Tony' Imperi a" e, LeRoi Jones is a poet, an i n
tellectual, a Moslem, and a leading Negro militant and 
Whitey-baiter. Tony Imperiale ;s a karate .instructor, a 
devout Catholic, and the leader of the North Ward Citi
zens I COh'lrllittee. The members of hi s "comittee"-
Imperiale claims 1,500 in Newark and another 3,500 in 
all ied committees in nearby towl1s--patrol the streets of 
the predominantly white North Ward, riding in cars with 
two-way radios, and wearing black-painted helmet liners. 
They are said to hav~ an arsenal of at'least 1,000 
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rifles. Their purpose is to protect the North Ward 
against what Imperiale has called "black radical ani
ma 1 s. II 

It is quite genuinely impossible to imagine two 
human beings more unlike in most ways than Jones and 
Imperiale. And yet there are certain ways in which 
LeRo; and Tony (they call each other by their first 
names) are oddly alike. 

Tony,.a second-generation Ital ian-American, ;s a 
great granite block of a man. His arms are great, meaty 
bunches of muscle, and looki~g at his sledgehammer fist, 
you can believe the stories about how a karate expert 
can split a thick block of·woed with a single blow. 

LeRoi Jones is a small, bearded man, with delicate, 
eloquent hands and dark, angry, wounded eyes. He has 
been convicted of carrying .concealed weapons--two re
volvers--during the 1967 Newark riot, and he is ap
pealing the conviction. There is at least reason to 
suspect that he was convicted as much for his obscene 
and violently anti-white verse, which was read in court, 
as for the part he played in the riot. 

Tony Imperi al e' s Eng1 ish is of' the "dem-dese-dose ll 

variety, and he hfts no intellectual pretensions whatever. 
LeRoi Jones talks the English of the intellectuals and 
talks it well'. IIEssentially what we are fighting for,1I 
he says, "is the power to define our lives, Newark is 
a city where black people are in the majority, and we 
mean to be masters of our own space," 

Despite such differences, there are those odd simi
lartties all the same. Tony and his men like to dress 
up, in their black helmet liners and-uuntil they were 
forbidden by the authorities--in olive-green fatigues. 
LeRoi Jones and his men like to dress up too--in tar- • 
booshes, brightly colored turtleneck sweaters and red 
vests. 

Headquarters ,or Imperiale's Citizens' Committee 
is the one-story cinderblock building where Tony 
teachers karate. The helmet liners are hung on one 
wall of the meeting room, and tacked on another wall 
are such samples of black militant propaganda as a pam
phlet on HOW TO MAKE MOLOTOV COCKTAILS and a flyer 
titled THE WOPS WANT RACE WAR. 

LeRoi Jones operates out of the Spirit House, a 
decaying clapboard house in the heart of the black slums 
of the Central Ward. The walls o.f the main meeting roo~ 
are lined with oil paintings, some good, some very bad. 
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Among the worst--artistically, at least--is a picture of 
a terrified, praying white man, being strangled by two 
black hands. 

Both Imperiale and LeRoi Jones are tireless talkers, 
and both are sick with the American sickness--an obses
sion with physical violence. Imperiale ~akes much of the 
fact that hi s "commi ttee" d'l sci pl i nes white as well as 
black offenders against "l aw and order. 1I "We found some 
young white punks pushing pills," he said, "and we 
pul"led up alongside them in a patrol of six cars, and I 
said, 'You getthehell outta here, and if you come back 
we'll break your kneecaps and throw you in the sewer.' 
Sometimes you gotta talk a little rough to these punks." 

LeRoi Jone's verbal violence is reserved for IIhon
kies," but he too thinks and dreams and writes in .. terms 
of the pain men ca~ inflict on other men. One of his 
poems is a paean in praise of the pleasures of "smashing 
at jelly-white faces" (New York Times, August 12,' 1969). 

In 1970 shortly before Mayor Kenneth Gibson was elected by a large 

reform (black and some white) constituency Spina resigned (in July of 1970). 

He was repl aced by John Redden, a deputy chi ef, 'who was one of the few Ne' :ark 

pol ice off; cers commended by the Hughes .report for thei r conduct duri ng the 

riot. Redden, a man publicly concerned with police professionalism, replaced 

many of Spina's top aides and generally demanded a breech ,with past pol icy. 

Redden immediately made an effort to transfer the nost suspect Spina appoint-

ments and appoint persons committed to his more obviously professional police 

philosophy: 

Director John L. Redden today announced 2S trans
fers at high levels in the Newark Police Department. 

They are the'first major changes made by Redden 
since taking over the directorship fro~ Dominick A. 
Spina two weeks ago. The 25 transferred are among the 
48 officers holding the rank of captain and. above. 

At the same time, Redden announced revision of the 
department's organizational chart to put three sections 
directly under him. One of the three, the traffic and 
signal bureau, "should, I feel, be part of the Depart
ment of Public Works," Redden said. H~ added his hopes 
the City Council will transfer the bureau at a later 
date" (Star-Ledger, August la, 1970). 
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Redden's appurently strong, but moderate and conciliatory tone and insig~t 

as to the plight of the city is suggeste::: by the rjewS article below describ-. 

ing a 1972 statement issued by him dealing with the problems facing the 

Newark police department in the early 19705: 

This Police Department is six-sevenths white in a 
city that is 60 percent black. The record will ind
icate that every reasonable effort is being made to re
cruit black recruits. In five years, this city wi" have 
to recruit, and develop .500 police officers J probably 
more than 1,000 will have to be recruited in the next 
10 years. 

~Brutality Is Discussed 

Reference has been made to poi ice brutality. Ad
mittedly, there have been instances of police brutality, 
but let us view it in the context of the dtsplay of 
violence and brutality in the community. In 1950, there 
were 24 criminal homicides in this city. In 1970, there 
were 143. This year promises to outstrip last year. 
Let us view it also in the context of the violence dis
played and advocated by ~er.sons at public meetings. 

What strategy do I propose? I propose that the 
department continue to recruit young,men from the Cit~ 
of Newark, and that the centers of power in this city 
use their good offices to obtain the res6urces needed 
to replace our decaying facilities and acquire the need

. ed eqUipment. For this approach to work we must buy 
time. . 

The apprO?':;l must be explained to the public, and 
short-term measures must be taken to put added protec
tion on the street. A decision must be made concerning 
the validity of this approach. If it is valid, it must 
be supported. If it is invalid, I should be replaced • . 

The present tensions para11el the conditions that 
existed before the riots in 1967 •. At that time, a pub .. 
lic issue, not of the Police Department's making, was 
used to inflame emotions. At that time, the same type 
of demagogic rhetoric and violent conduct at public 
meetings, was used to inflame passions. 

At that time, persons loaded the guns which were 
used to take the lives of 23 people. The blood of those 
persons is on the hand of those who loaded t~e guns more 
so than those who squeezed the triggers. The guns are 
being loaded again by those who would plunge this city 
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into the same type of apocalyptic convulsions it ex
perienced in 1967 (Star Ledger, May 10, 1974). 

Gibson, at first enthusiastically, supported Redden as police director. 

In one heated city council meeting when black militants (including poet 

LeRoy Jones) demanded Redden be asked to resign (to appoint a b1 ack pol ice 

direc<co") Gibson said, "Director Redden is the best police director in the 

histc/ryof Newark ••• the best police director in the nation. He has my un

qualified, 100 percent supportll (Star-Ledger, August 10, 1971)." Redden, 

however, retired following an intense political battle over a housing project 

which black activists wished to make a private preserve of black national 

culture. Following his retirement on December 31, 1972, Redden was replaced 

by Newark's first black police director, Edward Kerr. 

Black Control of the Newark Police Department 

Edward Kerr's lS-month administration, ending in July of 1974, reflected 

the symbolic accession of black control of the Newark Police.Department. 

Director Kerr, however, allowed most of the deputy chiefs and other admi

nistrators to continue to maintain operational control of the department. 

After his appointment Kerr was quoted by the New York Times: 

But he does not anticipate any shake-up in the 
top echelons of the department and he praised the 
appointments and policy decisions made to date by his 
predecessor, Mr. Redden. 

"Director ReBden's choices of deD~~ies will only 
be an as set to' me or anyone runn; ng the cepartment," 
Lieutenant Kerr said (New York Times, Jan 31, 1973). 

Kerr"s removal occurred after he had taken a temporary leave of absence to 

study for the Captain's promotional exam (which ir~nically he did not pass). 

Gibson used his temporary resignation to replace hil"l with Hubert h'illians 
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who has remained as Pol ice Director for almost seven years--one of the long

est tenures of any Police Chief Executive in the United States. While Gibson 

was quoted as sayi rIg that "he hoped no one wi" consider hi s fail ure to re .. 

appoint Kerr as..a reflection on the fine service he gave while police direc

tor,H it seemed obvious that Gibson desired more politically assertive lead .. 

ership on the part of. the Police Director. 

The administration of Hubert Williams reflects one of the most inter ... 

esting recent cases of police reform: On the one hand, the Wi1liams admin

istration ~s symbolic of the last stop in the changing of the guard in the 

succession of ethnic groups to dominate the Newark Pol ice Department. One 

blac~ councilman community leader argued favoring Williams' confirmation, 

his nomination reflected (even more clearly than did Kerr's), the legitima

tion of the shift in political power in the cjty: 

"When Newark had an Irish mayor, we had an Irish 
[police] director; when we had an Italian Mayor~ we had 
an Italian di~ector and now we have- a black Mayor and 
all of a sudden the racists junp out of the closet" 
(Star-Ledger, August 4, 1974). 

A Harvard and Rutgers educated 1 awyer, Wi 11 i ams has been a 1 eader in 
, 

such national groups as NOBLE (National Organization of Black Law Enforcement 

Exe'cuti ves) and a 1 aw enforcement group advocati n9 abol iti on of the death 
. 

penalty. Soon after his appointment, the city was marked by a riot following 

a HispaniC festival (Puerto Rican Day) in which a Puerto Rican man was alleg

edly killed by a mounted Npwark police officer. In the aftermath of the 

riot Wil1iams initiated a series of reforms designed to control force by 

police officers. For example Williams ordered ttat the department: 

o Issue name tags to all police officers, who wi" 
be required to wear them at all times. 

o Stencil all riot helmets with the identification 
numbers of individual officers. 
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o Require a written report from any officer who 
fires a shot, and from any officer who witnesses 
the i nci dent. 

a Develop a strict policy on Newark police activit~es 
in Essex County parks, requiring that Newark police 
stay out of the parks except when their help is re
quested by Essex County park police (Star-Ledger, 
February 12, 1975). 

In addit.:!on Williams instituted major "shakeups" of both leadership 

positions as well as other key units, for example: 

Newark Police Director Hubert Williams announced 
yesterday the transfer of 73 officers, including three 
deputy chiefs and 25 of the 36 narcotics squad members. 

Williams maintained the transfers were not pnrt of 
a shake-up but rather a "policy of rotating assignments 
at all levels." 

The policy was designed, he said, lito create 
diversity, to maximize the skills and experience of 
members of the department and to improve the depart
mentis ability to perform its functions effectively." 

While the director denied the reassignments were' 
part of a shake-up, veteran police department observers 
disagreed (Star-Ledger, November 10, 1974). 

Another major reform involved the radical restructur'ing of the internal 

affairs department, placing it under the control of an experienced black 

inspector. Under Williams thls office would control all complaints involving 

the use of force and other improprieties. 

The Internal Affairs Unit of the Newark Police De
partment--the bureau responsible for investigating mis
conduct by policemen--will be totally reorganized under 
orders from Polic~ Director )'ubert Williams. 

A longtime object of controversy in the city, in
ternal affairs will be redesigned to pro~otfi increased 
"relevancy, sensitivity and credibility," Williams said. 

Named to head the reordered unit.is Inspector Nornan 
Green, 54, the second black in~pector in the history of 
the police department and th~ first black to command the 
sensitive internal affairs division. 
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"Inspector Green has a reputation for professional
ism and a no-nonsense approach to police work" Williams 
sa; d •••• 

liThe fact that internal affairs was located ;n po
lice headquarters may have served to intimidate citizens 
and inhibit them from bringing their complaints)" he 
said. "We hope to create an atmosphere more conducive 
to people bringing their police problems." 

More than just the trappings of the unit will be 
altered, Williams asserted, predicting a more efficient 
and sensitive a~proach to the processing of complaints. 

Furthermore, the unit w~ll no longer wait for 
complaints to come in. In cases where a police officer 
ihoots a civilian, for instance, the Internal Affairs 
Unit will automatically launch an independent investi
gation c~ the action. 

Williams also expects the new unit to serve a 
prev·entive role-.. by letting police officers know that 
"brutality, misconduct and violation of departmental 
rules will not be tolerated. 1I 

"I believe that with our new pi.\1i~ies, officers who 
work for our department will be more accountable to the 
basic premises that underlie our professional code of 
ethics. . 

IIOur aim is to upgrade the quality of law enforce
ment and to professionalize our methods," he said • 

. "These are modern ti mes wi th modern problems and we must 
relate more effectively to the people we serve." 

"I have always believed it is the duty of police 
officers to aid and assist people; to perform that role 
not merely with efficiency, but also with a concern for 
human problems that inspires ~ublic support and respect 
for law enforcement,1I Williams maintained (Star-Ledger, 
August 15, 1975). 

Reaction to the Williams Administration 

While opposed by some police ad~inistrators almost immediately, by 1978 

there had developed considerable opposition to Williams' leadership among 

some segments of the department. The opposition to Williams was intensified 

following layoffs of several hundred officers in 1976 and 1978. In the fall 
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of 1978, the Union demanded Williams resignation, citing his responsibility 

for poor department morale: 

Newark FOP seeks ouster of Williams 

The Fraternal Order of Police in Newark has asked 
Mayor Kenneth A. Gibson to demand "the immediate resig
nation" of Police Director Hubert Williams on charges 
he ~as contributed to the decline in morale of the 
Police Department. 

Member.s of the FOP and the Policemen's Benevolent' 
Association staged a daylong demonstration in front of 
City Hall Oct. 13 to protest a shortage of manpower, 
faulty and unsafe equipment and what was called the 
failure of the city administration to improve conditions 
in the department (Star-Ledger, October 19. 1978): 

.. 
In a related incident in December 1978~ 50 pol ice cars were smashed, 

apparently by union policemen who haj just attended a stormy meeting protest

ing the layoffs of several hundred fellow offlcers: 

The windows af nearly SO Newark ~olice cars were 
smashed early yesterday and Chiet Cha~les Zizza said he 
believes "polic~ are involved" in the vandalism. 

Meanwhile, an abnormally high number of police 
officers "booked off"--called in sick--last night in two 
of the city's four poi ice districts--the West and the 
East--the same districts that had high absenteeism 
earlier this week when the layoffs were first announced 
(Star-Ledger, Dec. 9, 1978). 

The union also laun~hed a public campaign to discredit the Williams admini

str"ation apparently as a means to have the Mayor retract the layoff order. 

The foll owing posters offe'r ill ustration of the heated passions in thi s 

"campaign of fear": 
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WELCOME TO NEWARK: CRIME CAPITAL OF NEW JERSEY 

#1 in 

- Murder 

.- Rape 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Auto Theft 

. HAVE A NICE DAYl 

. -----------------------------------

200 COPS SHORT + 

200 LAID OFF = 
"TROUBLE" 

CAUTION: 

You are in the 

CITY of FEAR 

NEWARK, ~1 .. ; 

(posted 
12/78 ) 

(posted 
12/78) 

( posted 
12/78 ) 

due to inadequate police manpower •••• 

SHOP at your.own RISK! 

In February 1979 the police protesting the layoffs began a "rul e book" 

slowdown: 

NEWARK COPS LAUNCH 'RULE BOOK' SLOWDOWN· 

The head of Newark's Fraternal Order of Police 
(FOP) asserted last night his gOO-member organization 
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will begin a "rule book" slowdown immediately as it 
steps up its protests against the furloughing of 200 
police officers. 

The union will also continue its IIfear cityll cam
paign, the FOP president said, asserting there were 22 
rape cases reported the first two weeks of this month, 
compared to 11 for the same period a year ago. 

,"Burglary and robbery are up 52.7 per cent for the 
first two weeks in January this year," he added. 

IIWe're going to tell the people that crime is on 
the rise, that (Mayor Kenneth A.) Gibson and the Greater 
Newark Chamber of Commerce are lying when they say crime 
is down" (Star-Ledger, Feb. la, 1979). 

-" 
In the last two years, there has been a general easing of overt conflict 

within the department; the major issue which has faced the Williams admini

stration is its apparent inabil ity to control what seems to be an endless 

wave of crime. Such perceptions had a clear basis in fact. While arrests 

have decl ined there has been an increase of almost 100 pel~cent in monthly 

reported robberies from 1978-1980. Murder has simil arly increased almost 

100 percent from 93 in 1979 to 163 in 1980. Public reaction to the recent 

crime wave has focused increased critici sm upon the department and pressed 

the demand for increased police resources: 

Merchants and businessmen along Newark's Spring
field Avenue are up in arms over what they view as a 
"drastic rise" in crime and what they say is a failure 
of the city administration to tackle the problem. 

Citing a rash of break-ins, vandalism and armed 
robberies along the street, the merchants are mobilizing 
to either secur~ ~dditional police patrols or gain 
assistance from non-municipal law enforceitant agencies. 

"Residents are being hurt, business pepple are 
getting hurt, and yet nobody is giving us any solutions," 
Griffin said. The impression, he said, is that the city 
"is either incompetent or had just written this area 
off ." 



N-26 

The attitude is shared by most of the merchants 
along Springfie1d Avenue-~many of whom can recite en
co~nters they've experienced with c~ime in the past few 
months. 

Albert'~ Furniture and Appliance at 573 Springfield 
Ave., was broken into a few months ago and the bandits 
left with 16 portable color television sets, says owner 
AI bert Fastow. 

"They broke right in through the front window, 
right on the street. Prior to that, they broke in the 
front door. E:verytime we're broken into, we keep adding 
more electric s~curity equipment. But what good -is it 
if police don't' respond?" Fastow,asked (St.ar-Ledger, 
~uly 3, 1979). 

Critics of the administration cited a falling (or plummeting) arrest 

rate~-falling from nearly 26,000 in 1973 to less than }5,000 ~rnests in 1979. 

The city appe'lred to be held hosta;ge by increasingly numerous and violent 

criminal s and its pal ice department appeared u,nable to stop them. In response 

to these charges the police director has recently articulated a view of crime 

that sees po11ci n9 as' but one el ement rel ated to cr'ime control. In one 

.. article, for example, Director Williams attempted to provide a perspective 

on how the rE~sponsibi1ity of reality of crime in the city could not be 

totally placed upon his police department: 

"PoT; ce off; cers today are very ,much 1 i ke that 
Dut,c::.,h boy with his finger in the dike, trying to buy • 
America the time to cure her social ills." 

That's how Police Director Hubert Williams views 
the r01 e of the men under him. In the second of a two
part interview with The Star-Ledger, the police director 
discussed, among other things, the reason why the police 
feel 1 ike the proverb; a 1 "Dutch boy"--at times bel ea
guered and beset by the spiraling crime rate and the 
waning support of the people they serve. 

"We see ourselves as wanting to do the job," Wil
liams began,"and the cops--if it comes down to a gun or 
somebody getting held up--the cops are going to get 
there. And, they don't fear the dangers." 
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"Williams maintained that while his men perform 
thei r duty, "they have become awfully frustrated. They 
feel that in many instances there are too many con
straints that limit them in doing their job. Some of 
them are concerned about the court decisions on search 
and seizure and those kinds of things. 1I 

The police director explained, "There is nothing 
more frustrating to a cop than to lock a guy up, and come 
back. the same day and find that he's back on the street 
pe&.:lling dope again." 

"We have to be honest for once and tell people that 
the judges are not putting people in jail because there 
is no room for them. That is a big part of the problem. 
The court calendars are overcrowded,1I he added (Star-
Ledger, Feb. 12, 1980)... -

As is evident from the preceding pages, the Newark police department of 

the 1980's had dramatically evolved from that which existed in 1967. In 

1967 the pl i ght of the Newark police might be summarized by the radical 

slogan, IIGet the pigs off our backs." By i980 the slogan of the City of 

Newark might be ironically characteri zed as IIWhy aren't there m0re pi gs and . 
more support of the pigs?1I In this period the police force shifted in terms 

of both the race of its leaders and the fundamental orientation of its officers 

vis-a-vis the community. In this transition, deadly force policies could 

hardly avoid being affected. 

Changes in Deadly Force Practices in Newark (1970-1980) 

There has been an evident reduction in uses of deadly force in the city 

of Newark from 1970 to 198'0. During 1971 at least 72 officers fired their 

w~apons during the year. In the first six months of 1980 19 officers fired 

the; r weapons. As; ndicated below the rate of deadly force shows a steep 

decline from 1971 through 1974. The following years have seen a slow"but 

perceptible increase in uses of deadly. force. 
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Table 4 

Officers firing their weapons at opponents 

(7/1-12/31) 1970 32 
1971 72 
1972 59 Based on "available" 
1973 30 shooting cases 
1974 27 
1975 31 -
1976 27 I~ased on "offi ci al" 
];977 43 t,raining office 
1978 42 shooting log 
197.9 45 

(l/l-~~O) 1980 1·9 

Analysis of individual uses of deadly force reports during thispertod 

i ndicates ~as .~well changing patt"crns withi n thi s peri ad. Several types 'of 

shooti ng practi ces common in the early 1970s, have vi rtua lly di sappeared 

during the past five years. 

One practice which has virtually disappeared is the practice of shooting 

at fleeing misdemeanants and property offenders. Consider the following 

case -from 1971 (a quite common incident in terms of the :decision, if not 

outcome) : 

12/27/70 At about 9:00 PM this date at A Ave. and Bergen 
St., Detective assigned to the Night Detective 
Bureau and accompanied by another detective, fired 
one shot and killed a burglar who was carrying a . 
stolen television set down the street. Complainant 
was al so at scene. All necessary routine actions 
were completed and Lieutenant P, Homicide Squad, is 
continuing the investigation. Victim was fleeing 
the scene upon being questioned by the two detec
tives. 

In the early 1970s, the use of deadly force was a seemingly routine 

arrest tool in situations where the' suspect had escaped or was difficult to 

apprehend. The 1971 incident below involving three suspected fleeing robbers 
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provides an intriguing case in that without clear probable cause, nor identi

fication, an "effect" shot was fired apparently to t:!nhance the probability 

of an arrest: 

1/5/71 1 University Ave. At Approximately 7:27 PM, 
two pat~ulmen assigned to Tactical Force Unit T-l 

.were responding with Motor Patrol Car #15 to 649 
.. St., on a reported robbery. While enroute the 

officer of M.P. 15 observed three (3) suspects 
running to the rear of buildings at University & 
Central Aves. Arriving at that scene Ptlm. R. 
observed two of the suspects fleeing up the fire 
escape and over the rooftops. With Ptlm.' C cover
ing the front, Ptlm. R. observed the suspects kick 
in a 1ighted rear window at University Ave. At 
this point Ptlm. R fired one round from his service 
revolver. The shot missed and embedded in the wall. 
Few minutes later the suspects Were apprehended in 
the hallway of the building. No injuries reported-
Command Post, Deputy Chief D. notified. 

Other shootings in 1971 and 1972 seem .to have been almost expressive 

actions by the pol ice officer in that in the frustration of a chase they 

woul d fi re a shot at a fl eeing suspect, as the- suspect had cl imbed over an 

alley wall or fence: 

2/71 They observed a black male leaving ~he building and 
dropping a bundle of clothing in the alley, at the 
rear of the building. Ptlm. C fired one shot from 
his service revolver and Ptlm. M fired four shots 
from his service revolver. Sometime later one black 
male was arrested at A and W Sts., and identified 
as the suspect. 

Another type of "expressive" shooting incident which has virtually 

van; shed i nvol ves the use' of deadly force aga inst a fl eel ng vehicl e--an 

obviously dangerous action. 
. 

I hereby report the results of an investigation con
ducted by the undersigned relative to a shot fired by 
Oatrol~an L. of your Command. Said incident occurred 
at approXimately 1:30 a.m. Tuesday, July, 1972. 
Ptlm. L. was off duty at the. time as a result of being 
excused by the undersigned at 1:20 a.m~ sa~e date. There 
were no injuries sustained as a result of the shot fired. 
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Ptlm. L. along with Ptlm B., also of your Command, and 
also excused by the undersigned at 1:20 a.m. same date 
had dedecided to stop at a tavern located at SAve. 
and West End Ave. ana have a drink together before going 
home. Upon finding the above ta/ern closed, the above 
officers agreed to stop at anoth~~ tavern located at 
South Orange and Gladstone Ave. ~afore the 2:00 a.m. 
closing. While travelling East on South Orange towards 
Gladstone Ave., the following events took place. 

Ptlm. L. was in the lead with his private auto and 
Ptlm. B. was following .. At South Orange and M, while 
in the right hand lane, Ptlm. L. observed another auto. 
next to him. Looking over at the auto, Ptlm. L. noticed 
the passenger motion towards him. Thinking that he might 
know the person, Ptlm. L. again looked towards the other 
auto and noticed that the passenger in said auto was 
pointing a gun at him. This weapon appeared to be a 22 
calibre revolver. Ptlm. L. pulled his auto to a quick 
stop while the auto on his left slowed down then sped 
off. An attempt was made by the officers to overtake 
the other auto. Ptlm. L. pulled into the left lane in 
an effor to pull abreast of the other auto so as to pull 
him over to the curb. Upon observing this, the other 
auto also pulled into the left lane causing Ptlm. L. to 
again quickly brake his auto. At this time Ptlm. L. 
observed the passenger in the other auto to turn around 
and face his ?irection again. 

Having had a weapon (gun) pointed at him by the subject 
in the other auto, which is concurred in by Ptlm. B. in 
his report that states "one of the men in the blue car 

. stuck his right hand out the car window passenger side 
and had what appeared to be a gun pointing at Ptlm. L.," 
Ptlm. L. fired one shot from his service revolver at 
the fleeing auto. This shot, fired from NPO gun, did 
strike the fleeing auto in the rear trunk deck. The 
auto was later recovered and towed with the arrest of • 
the driver from Irvington, N.J. One bullet hole was 
found in the trunk deck, no other damage reported. 

Picture of trunk deck showing registration of auto 
submitted herewith. 

The undersigned is of the opinion that Ptlm. L. was 
justified in firing at the fleeing auto. This opinion 
is based on Law 1, Volume 1, paragraph 6 of the Rules 
and Regulations. Personal Knowledge of a High !~isdemean
er committed in the presence of the above Officers 
justifies the application of Law 1, Volume 1. There was 
no violation of the Rules and/or Regulations of the 
Department by Ptlm L. in firing his weapon at the flee
ing auto. 
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A final type of use of deadly force which has virtually vanished in New

ark is what m'lght be called an "anger shot" fired on an especi.ally offensive 

suspect or suspects who appear intent upon making good an escape. Often such 

police use of deadly force involved minimal force by the suspect. Often such 

shots were fired in such situations as they would almost necessarily subject 

innocent cit-rzens to grave risk. Consider, for example, this 1972 incident 

report (and its acceptance by police reviewers) which a few years later would 

almost certainly have been judged a wreckless and dangerous ac.tion by the 

officers involved: 

I hereby report the results of an investigatio~ conduc
ted by the undersigned relative to shots fired by Patrol
man L. and Patrolman R., both of your Command. The 
above incident occurred in East Newark, N.J. on Tuesday, 
March, 1972, at approximately 10:45 p.m. Five rounds 
were fired at a fleeing vehicle which had been intention
ally operated in such a manner so as to cause an assault 
and battery on the mentioned officers. 

At approximately 10:40 p.m., March 21, 1972, Ptlm. L. 
and Ptlm. R. while working in regulati~n uniform of the 
day and assigned to the North District in "T" car did 
observe a 1963 Buick travelling East on Seventh Ave. 
Also observed at this time was a white male driving and 
two black males as passengers. This vehicle pulled over 
to the curb on Seventh Ave. at its intersection with 
Summer Ave. to discharge the two passengers. Before 
alighting from the vehicle, the black males were embraced 
and kissed by the white male, each individually. The 
two black males after leaving the vehicle began walking 
towards the Northwest corner of the intersection. From 
their observations, the officers reasoned that the two 
black males could have possibly been under the influence 
of drugs. 

The vehicle,-which had no rear lights, sped away from 
its parked position at a high rate of speed with the lone 
male driving. The officers gave chase and pulled along
side the vehicle at Broadway and Broad St. The operator 
of the vehicle was ordered out of the car after pulling 
over to the curb, this order was ignored. The operator 
did drive away, again operating at a high rate of speed 
heading East on St. The officers followed the flee-
ing vehicle with red light and siren nqtifying the dis
patcher that they were in a chase. 

------------------- ----
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The chase continuud into East Newark where the fleeing 
vehicle was fo~ced to stop due to a line of traffic 
waiting for a stop light at Central Ave. and Grant Ave. 
At this time the officers jumped from thei.r vehicle and 
opened the door of the suspect veh; c1 e. T-he subject was 
verbally placed under arrest and ord~red to shut his 
engine and exit "from the vehicle. The subject used 
profanity against the officers and stated "you're in 
East Newark, you have no authority." The officers then 
reached into the vehicle to evict the operator when he 
accelerated with enough force to throw him to the ground. 
At this point R. suffered a lacerated finger in the 
incident and L. fired five shots at the car. 

During the''''P'er'iod 1.970 to 1980, major changes in formal Newark police 

department pol icy rel ated to de'adly -force occurred. For exampl e, we will 

describe changes in. shooting guidelines,training, tactics and deeloyments,and 

~eview of uses of deadly force incidents. 

Changes ; n Shooti ng GU1 del.i nes 

The formal use of deadly force gui del ines of the department refl ect 

New Jersey common law and are defined in Section 9 of the Departmental Regula

tions: 

9:6.2 Unauthorized Discharge of Firearms. Examples of 

instances in which firearms shall not be discharged are 

cases involving: 

(1) The commission of a misdemeanor. 

(2) A violation of any City Ordinance. 

(3) A violation of the Oisorderly Persons Act. 

(4) A violation of the Motor Vehicle Act. 

(5) A fleeing motor vehicle when the occupant is a 

minor offender and is not wanted by the authorities 

for a grave high misdemeanor. 
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(6) A person called to halt on mere suspicion and who, 

without resisting, simply runs or drives away to avoid 

arrest. Neither shall a police officer shoot at a 

person who is running or driving away to avoid arrest 

for a minor offense. 

9: 6-. 3 Autho ri zed 0; scha rge of Fi rearms. A po 1i ce 

officer may discharge his firearm in the performance 

of police duty under the following restrictive circum

stances: 

(1) In the actual defense of his own life, or the life 

of another when other reasonale means of defense have 

failed; 

(2) When attacked with a deadly weapon; 

(3) When effecting the arrest or preventing the escape 

of' a pel'son who, to the personal knowl-edge of the 

officer, has actually committed a crime of no lesser 

degree than a heinous common law felony such as arson, 

burgl ary, robbery ~ rape, murder, sodomy or the statutory 

crime of kidnapping and there is no other way of taking 

him. 

(4) When firing warning shots to prevent escape or to 

effect arrest for'incidents described in (1) (2) (3) 

being accountable, however, for any negligence resulting 

in injury to any person. 

(5) When there is need for ballistics testing; 

(6) When in attendance at ao approved firing range. 
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9:6.4 Exhaust All Reasonable M~ans befor~ Using Weapon. 

Even under extremely critical circumstances a police 

officer is not justified in discharging his firearm 

until all ether reasonable methods of effecting the 

arrest hrve been exhausted. 

9: E ... 5 Fi ri ng of the Weapon under Other Ci rcumstances. 

A police officer may fire his revolver to dispose of an 

animal that is dangerous or that is seriously injured 

when other maans of disposition are unavailable. -

Whil e the formal gu; deltnell have remained constant duri ng the decade, 
wi 

p.ol ice officers in recent years have, 'ttl-rough. training, and ,.sanction i-rrg, 

been IIdi scouraged" from shoot; ng to arrest except under the most di r'e c1 rcum

stances ~e.g., to capture an escaping violen~ felon). Warning shots, while 

still allowed, have been similarly 'progressively "discouraged. 1I In this 

sense the policy has evolved through reemphasis. of policy principles, rather 

than by formally altering the guide11ne5. An example of such gUidel ine 

revisions (by "reemphasis") may be found tn a training bulletin implemented 

in September 1978 fo110wing a controversial pol ice shooting incident. In 

this document the d'epartment rearticulated its informal policy limiting 

uses of deadly farce to arrest only specific heinous an'd inherently \'iolent 

felonies. The document cites a particular case of a possibly reckless shoot

ing (one shot fired at a 'juvenile IIjoy-rider tl
), and reminds officers of 

certain key concepts in the established gUidelines--thnse requiring officers 

to have direct knowledge that a felony has been com~iited. 

Ongoing review of deadly force pel icy has been an almost continuo,~s "and 

pressing concern of the top level cO[i1r:1and :staff. In 1980 for example, a 

review of the present policy was undertaken wlth C! decision r.;ade not to 
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change the rules concerning warning shots. The memo below reflects the type 

of thoughtfulness common to reviews of Newark deadly force policies~ 

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT: 

Due to the current high degree of interest which is now 

being directed at all polioe shooting incidents, by reviewing 

authorities, civil activists and the judiciary, it is the 

intention of this report to examine and recommend upon one 

area ~f our Department's present policy concerning such 

shooting: Warning Shots. 

Under the provisions of Chapter Nine of our Rules and 

. Regulations, members of our Department are presently permitted 

to fire warning shots in order to prevent the escape of, or 

effect the arrest of, perpetrators (1) in the defense of the 

officer's own life or that of another when other reasonable 

means of defense have failed, (2) when attacked with a deadly 

weapon, and (3) when to the officers own personal knowledge, 

. a crime of no lesser degree than a heinous co~~on law felony 

is committed. Notwithstanding the impli~d permissiveness 

contained in Chapter 9:6.3 (4), the officer remains account~· 

able for any negligence which might result in injury to any 

person. 

Various police authorities and other jurisdictions view 

warning shots as totally undesirable and advocate their pro

hibition. 
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APPRAISAL OF THE PROS AND CONS: 

I. In suoport of a change in pol icy 

A. LAW ENFORCEMENT DESK REFERENCE, 1979: "Officers 

should not u~e warning shots for any purpose. Warn

ing shots endanger the lives of bystanders and in 

addition, may prompt a suspect to return fire." 

B. LA.C.P. TR~.INING KEY #249: IIUse of warning shots to 

stop a f1 eeing sus.pec.t or to gain control of an 

incident is NOT recommended ••• The service r-evolver 

.should be·~ired only ~hen the officer is forced 

to kii 1.. ;.11 

C. THE POLICE CHrEF, Jul y 1"967: II ••• the .pract ice has 

nothing to commend it and shouJd be terminated. A 

final and compelling reason for prohibiting warning 

shots is' that offi cers other than the one who fi red 

a warning-shot may easily be decoyed into killing a 

suspect by believing that the officer's shot was in

deed offered to kill, not to warn. 1I 

II. Supporting Retention of Pr.esent Policy 

A. LOCAL FIREARMS STATISTICS: _ Records maintained in 

this office show that during the period 2/6/78 to 

the date of this report, ?3 reported instances of 

warning shots have been recorded. Only one of 

them has resulted in injury and in that instance 

the injury was to the officer himself due to improper 

procedure. None resulted in property damage. However, 

several quality arrests, one of them multiple, were 
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effected as a result of warning shots fired by our 

officers. 

B. TO AVOID DEGRADING MORALE: Additional shooting re

strictions to those already in effect in the Depart

ment are likely to cause hesitation on the officer's 

.. part, which in turn would represent a very real 

danger to his life in many situations. A serious 

erosion of morale then would follow with consequent 

decrease ;n effectiveness. 

C. THE MAINTENANCE Of: ALTERNATIVES: Fatal gunfire by 

police officers ;s the least desirable methud by 

which to resolve a situation and our experience 

has shown that warning shots h~ve on occasion been 

able to accomplish the objective where the only 

other alternative was to shoot t~ kill. 

D. ADMINISTRATIVE FLEXIBILITY: Total revision of the 

permissive policy on warning shots would deprive the 

supervisor of Qny option toward classification of 

shots fired but targets missed, given a situation 

in which no injury or property damage or other ad

verse consequences result. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSiON: 

Overwhelmingly, the consensus of recogni~ed police authorities· 

opinions is that warning shots should not be fired by police officers 

in the performance of their duties. In addition, the majority of the 

other cities whose police shooting policie~ were examined in this study 
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seem al so to lean toward the outright prohibition of warning shots or 

they severely restrict the situations under which they may be fi red. 

For purposes of thi s report, however, only the interest of thi s 

Department and its needs is consi dered ,and in an assessment of the 

above pros and cons, the retention of our present pol icy 'on warning 

shots seems to be desired. 

The undersigned therefore recommends no change in the present 

pol icy, howeve'r ·conti·nued and thor-ough eY«lmination of all warni ng shot 

incidents is also suggested for further implementation. 

Training 

Training r.elated to 'deadly force as a formal .,activity in the Newark 

Police Department has shown a certain inconsistency during the period under 

review. Through the early 1970spol ice .acad'emy off:ered annual or semi-an

nual training classes. In recent years, the academy has been restricted to 

annual refresher courses, involving practical shooting training. Officers. 

also retrain in double action, practic.al pistol, and shotgun training. Due 

. to .financial constraints, officer shooting training is restricted to annual 

requalifications. 

Roll-call training related to dealy force has been sporad~c. In 1973 

officers in the patrol division received a course in firearms taught by the 

Alcohol and Firearms Training bureau. In 1974 training was given in unarmed 

.defense, response to crimes in progress, and observation of the New York 

crime unit. In 1976 in-service training was given in the area of crisis 

intervention (2-1/2 hours per officer). In 1976 a 12-hour firearms training 

course was also given to officers; in addition, training was given to all 

officers returning afte;," layoffs. In 1977 a firearms reaction 'course was 
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established; also there was an ambush response course given; also there was 

a course given in hidden weapons. In 1978 and 1979 training was given in 

self-defense, crisis intervention and a course dealing with in-progress 

crime simulations. 

Tactics and Deployment , 

The department experienced a number of changes in tactics and deployment 

during the years under review. A major change in tactics obviously related 

to the use of pol ice deadly force was the establ ishment of a tactical unit 
.. ~'''' 

in February of 1969--a response to the riots of earlier years. A news article 

records this event giving an indication of the proactive mfssion of the unit. 

The Newark Police Department's new Tactical Force 
starts operations tomorrow but won't have a home until 
Wednesday. Computers will play an Jmportant role in 
governing those operations. 

Headquarters will be the first floor of a four-story 
building at 46 Franklin St., which until last week was 
used by the sanitation de~artment for storage, Police 
Director Dominick A. Spina said. The floor ;s currently 
being readied for Wednesday occupancy by the new, elite 
35-man crime-fighting unit. 

Spina said that iQ setting up the TF, he put out a 
call for volunteers and response was "fantastic." Volz 
was given a free hand in picking any of the volunteers 
he wanted. 

liThe precinct captains can't be blamed for being un
happy because they lost some of their best men," Spina 
said. 

As for the men who weren't picv.ed, many of them appeal
ed to him to intercede with Volz, Spina said. However, 
since Volz is to have a free hand, the dire~tor added, 
he refused to intercede. 

"This has become the hardest squad to ~et into in the 
department and the easiest one to get thrown out of," 
Spina said. "There's a long,list of men waiting to fill 
any vacancies." 
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The TF members who have an average of 2~1/2 years of 
police experience, will shortly be trained in riot con
trol. The men will be used mostly for "selective law 
enforcement, II often to serve as the "spring board ll for 
any future police operations, Spina said (Star-Ledger, 
Feb. 15 , 1969). 

During the next several years, through 1974, this unit remained in a high 

state of readiness, winning many command citations, making roughly 2,500 

arrests per y.ear and receiving intensive training in a variety of areas 

related to deadly force. In 1974 a fiederal grant allowed for the{establish-

ment of aproactiv.e dec.oy/-disgui.se ·unit c·aT'ped the Anti·-Crime Un'it ,.whi.ch was' 

establ i shed as a compl im~nt to the tactical team. In 1974 the tact.i.cal 

force .was also increased to 57 men and switched to a r;-adio .hand r::eser-ved 

for its ·oper.~tiv~s. 

In 1976 the tactical force was -:decreased by five men to 52. The Safe 

Str.aets Program remained at 48 offi·c.ers. In 1977 the tacttcal team .was 

further reduced to 49 men. The anti -crime unit (decoy squad) was reduced to 

24 men. The arrests made by the tactical team were, however, in-creased to. 

more than 3,000 arrests during the year. In 1978, the tact;·cal-team remained 

. at 049 men. The anti-crime unit was disbanded in .September due to a lack of 

funqing. By 1980, due to financial constraints the tactical team was reduced 

to fewer than 40 officers. 

Review of Shooting Incidents 

There have been major changes in t~e process of shooting review during 

'the 19705. During the Spina, Redden and Kerr administrations the gathering 

of information regarding shooting incidents was undertaken by the shooting 

officer' 5 own immediate cornmander and reviewed by superior officers. Typ

ica11y, a sergeant would submit a report and this report would, ;n turn, be 

reviewed by the officer's commanding officers. These reports were often 
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brief with minimal efforts made to verify statements by the officers involved 

and their immediate supervisors. Often facts in (non-fatal) shootings were 

stretched to fit existing guideline requirements. "Fatalities" and "serious 

hitsll I'lere to be reviewed by the "Violent Crimes Bureau," a division of the 

Detective Bureau. Such cases received intensive review by experienced homi

cide detectiv-es. A major change in review policies occurred in November 

1975 which required extensive individual reports by officers involved in any 

shooting incidents. This order demanded independent reports from other offi

cers i nvo 1 ved in the inc; dent who mayor may not have used thei r weapons. 

This order required far ~ore extensive documentation by th~ superior officer 

reviewing the case and required that stricter evidentiary controls be placed 

on the review of the incident. 

With the new review procedure, the responsibility of review was trans

ferred from the command structure (and violent crimes) to the internal 

affairs division. A white (Lt. Gothier) and .a black (Lt. Reed) superior 
I 

officer were assigned to the shooting review section of the internal affairs 

department. These officers were experienced officers and investigators, and 

were widely respected for their objectivity. The order attempted to create 

a conceptual and practical separation of command and review .pol icies. The 

team had the pow/?r to report directly to ,the Police Director who would 

personally review their findings. They also had the power to call on other 

investigatory resources ih 'finding witnesses, etc., essential to the review 

of the use of deadly force. 
. 

A more recent extension and formalization of the police department1s 

rev; e\'l' pol i ci es in June 1980 has prov i ded for the independent and compre

hensive review of all incidents of uS,e of deadly force. This order extends 

the requirement for full verif1cation of all facts in deadly force incidents. 
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Another aspect of the administrative review of police deadly force re-

lates to the sanction of abuses of police force. The numb~r of sustained 

cases in relation to persons cha rged ;s presented below: 

Allegations of 
Di rector Year Excessive Force Sustained % 

Spina 197.0 44 3 7 

Redd:en 1971 50 7 14 

Redden 197.2 31 .6 19 

Ker.r 1973 20 3 15 

K'err/Wi 11 iams 1974 2·8 4 14 

Wi 11.i·ams 1975 -46 4 ,9 

Wi 11 iams 1976 43 17 39 

Wi 11 i ams 1977 ..39 5 13 

Wi 11; ams 1978 -25 10 40 

Wi 11 i ams 1979 0 12 2 16 

Independent of the objective rate of sanctioni'ng, many officers we 

. interviewed ~erceived that the publ ic stand of "toughness" on the part of 

Hube'rt Will i ams I response to the abuse of deadly force presented a powerful 

impact to members of the department~ Three examples of such .actions were 

frequently cited by officers we interviewed. 

One commonly mentioned example of Williams' public stand on the use of 

,deadly force followed his investigation 'of police force following the death 

of a man in a Labor Day Puerto Rican Celebration riot in September 1974. In 

this incident one man was killed and there were allegations of several un

authori zed (and unreported) di schar-ges of pol ice weapons. The news arti cl e 

below reflects the perceived intensity with which Williams reviewed the 

allegations which surfaced after the incident. 
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Newark Police Director Hubert Williams yesterday 
launched a departmental investigation to determine the 
validity of a special grand jury's charge that members 
of the city's police force unlawfully killed two men 
during the Hispanic Labor Day disturbances last year. 

After issuing an order to begin the investigation, 
Williams, at a press conference in Police Headquarters, 
called on Essex County Prosecutor Joseph P. Lordi to 
continue ~is probe which led to the grand jury present
men"t. • 

Lordi has already stated the county probe will con
tinue. The grand jury, in the presentment, had request
ed an extension of the investigation. 

"If there are killers in the Police Department, 
then we ought to find out who they are and bring them to 
justice," Williams saido "No stone should be left un-

o turned. " 

Williams said he favors a continuation of the 
county probe to guarantee an accurate determination of 
the facts. 

"The police department's credibility is damaged," 
Williams said. "We have to accept the grand jury's alle
gations that Newark Policemen were involved in criminal 
activity" (Star-Ledger, Feb. 26,1975): 

A second major action by the Police Director occurred following the 

death of a prisoner in a jail cell in August of 1978, involving an officer 

named Kenneth DiAngilis: DiAngilis had shot a prisoner in the West precinct 

where he had been assigned as a jailor. DiAngilis claimed the man had struck 

him with a chair leg. However, an autopsy report indicated the man had been 

shot behind the neck. After a local prosecutor failed to indict the police 

offi cer, Wi 11 i ams hi mse 1 f 0 ordered the man arrested for attempted murder. . .' 
Whil e Di Angil is was acquitted of the felony (,large, Will i a:7\S successfully 

fired the man. The incident to many officers indicated \o,'i11iams' "hard 

line" on deadly force and symbolized a controlling attitude regarding the 

use of deadly force which few officers could miss. 
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A final incident in February 1981 involved the shooting of a Puerto 

Rican youth by a black police officer. Following the incident more than 200, 

Hispanic citizens gathered to protest the incident. After an Internal Affairs 

i nvesti gati on and autopsy report tended to contradict the versi on given by 

the officer, the man was suspended without pay and a grand jury homicide 

investigation initiated. 

Thi s bri ef overview of. deadly force by the Newark Pol ice Department 

should provide a s.ocial context to interpret the more scientific findings 

reported elsewhe're.' These results (in terms of shifting rates of deadly 

force and changing shooting practices) obviously are intertwined with the 

citY,of Newark's complex social history. It ;'s o.ur hope that the reader will 

use thi s appendix to provide useful hi storical context and an interpretive 

framework for the ~tatistical analysis in the,report. 
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Birmingham was founded in 1871 and therefore was in its childhood during 

the era (between the Ci vil War and Horl d War I) \l/hen the modern A::1eri can ci ty 

emerged. As Harris (1977) describes its rapid childhood growth: 

Its few hundred residents (at its birth in 1871) were 
mostly land speculators and gamblers, its streets were 
mud, its buildings were shacks, its railroad depot a box 
car. By the time of its 50th birthday in 1921, Birming
ham had grown up to become the leading industrial city of 
the American South, its skyline dominated by imposing 
skyscrapers and industrial smokestacks, its incorporated 
territory stretching over 50 miles of busy streets, 
sprawling streetcar lines, residential suburbs, and 
industrial plants. And in 1921 it had more than 180,000 
inhabitants who produced coal, iron, steel J case iron 
pipe, heavy machinery and textiles, and who provided 
commercial~ financial, and transportation services for 
the entire state of Alabama (P. 12) • 

. The rapid growth of Bi rmingham earned it the nickname liThe Magic City. II 

And si gn; fi cant growth conti nued after War' d War I in both the trade and 

manufacturing sectors. 

Its growth in the commercial and industrial realms was matched by its 

growth in rel ig;on. By the early 1960s there were more than 700 churches in 

Birmingham, with weekly attendance estimated (by the Birmingham News) to be 

. one of the highest in the United States • 

. The depression of the early 1930s \'las particularly hard on Biri.1ingham 

because of its great dependence on steel production, a heavy. casualty in 

the decimate economy. But of greater importance in the long run were 

certain underlying developments. In the words of t~organ, 1964, (p. 23): 

Sirminoham was a crucible of all the forces that breed 
violence: poor and impoverished whites and Negroes; and 
an economy controlled in the Capitol and 'iorth; a poli
tical and economic syste~ based on the blood and sweat 
of workers whose lives were ~ade up of fists and knives, 
guns and dynamite, Saturday-night whiskey and chits at 
the c~~pany store. 
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\~hi1e Alab'ama left the National Democratic Party to support a states

rights tic:ket in 1948 because of President Truman's civil rights programs, 

the governor of Alabama at the time, James E. Folsom, expressed sincere and 

continuing support for black rights and black enhancement. But the decision 

of the U.S. Supreme Court in 1954 in the case of Brown v. Board of Education 

of Topeka created such anti-black fervor that quiet progress became impos

sible. Indeed, eight y.ears later, one of the disciples of James Folsom, 

George Wallace, beoame a powerful political person.ality on th,e very i's9ues 

that Folsom denounced--rachll discrimination. There followed a series of 

events that rapidly converted the national image of Birmingham into one of 

viol ence and hate. And t'hat was ,the city \'1ith more than 700 churches and 

overfl ovd ng church attendance! Some of these events are the fo11 owi ng: (1) 

A black girl, Autherine Lucy, applied for admission to the University of 

Alabama; riots broke out over the issue in 1956. (2) In 1961, a Freedom 

Rider bus was burned in Anniston, Alabama and a~other Freedom Rider bus was 

met i'n downtown Bi rmi ngham by a group of white thugs who proceeded to beat' 

up the ri ders and reporters on the bus. (3) In June, 1963, Governor George 

Wa 11 ace attempted, unsuccessfully, to block the matri culat i on of bl ack stu

dents at the University of Alabama in a direct confrontation with federal 

authorities. The defeat of Governor Wallace' came about by federalization of 

the Al abama Nati anal Guard. (4) On Sunday, September 15, 1963, a bomb ex-
, . 

p 1 oded on the steps of the Negro Baptist Church in Bi rm; ngham. Four black 

girls, aged 14, were killed in the explosion. Many others were injured. 

The impact of these types of social events upon policemen has been nicely 

summarized by Caiden (undated, p. 1): 

In the early 1960's the police forces of the major cities 
of Alabama hit national headlines for their brutal oppo
sition to the civil rights move~ent. They would set 
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police dogs on pickets and dernol1strators. They would 
run civil rights workers out of town. They would man
handle non-whites and victimize liberals. Th~y openly 
al igned themselves with right wing factions and it was 
rumored that they were greatly over-represented in the 
Klan. Certainly, they did little about the bombings and 
killings perpetrated against blacks, and seemed to 
glory in their undisguised discrimination and blatant 
disregard for the law of the land. They were authoritar
ian, oppressive, racist, violent, corrupt, poorly 
trained, badly disciplined, ill-equipped and a national 
disgrace. 

The Birmingham Police Department was no exception. It 
was dominated by "Bull" Connor, one of three municipal 
commissioners who ruled over Birmingham, and epitomized 
the South's resistance to national pressures to change. 
His resolute defiance of equal rights, his outspokenness 
in defense of racial prejudice and bigotry, and his 
encouragement to police oppression, prov~ded the climate 
in which the Birmingham Police Department worked and 
shaped a compliant, selfM serving, backward looking police 
leadership ready to enforce Bull's handling of local 
affair§, all the more so as it operated out of City Hall. 
It was an instrument of white supremacy. 

Under pressure from such forces as widespread voter registration, popu-

1 ati on movement, and federal sui ts, Bi rmi ngham began major efforts to adapt 

to the new social reality in the early 1960's. It's not that there were no 

progressive forces in Birmingham prior to that time (see, for example, Morgan, 

1964), but their impotence was made evident in numerous instances of public 

abuse, including severe beatings. 

The commissioner system of government, which was the source of power of 

people like Bull Connor, was eliminated in 1962 in favor of a mayor and 

council consist~ng of nine members. Tf'I the new form of government, the mayor 

had direct responsibility for police administration. Political reform over 

the ensuing years led to police reform. A Inajor leap in the conversion of 

the Birmingham Police Department from a corrupt, regrt:ssive organization to 
. 

Pone of the most open, progressive approachable police forces in the country" 
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(Caiden, p. 2) occurred on August 16, 1972 when James C. Parsons was promoted 

from Captain to Chief of Police. 

The changes that Parsons reflected are well communicated in the following 

quotes contained in a document entitled, "A Challenge to Tradition: The New 

Philosophy of Today's Birmingham Police Department." The document was written 

by Parsons and directed to the officers of the department: 

The command staff of the Btrmtngham Pol ice Department 
ass.umes mothtng. There is awi 11 i ngnes.s to ques.ti on and 
-testtraditt.on. Newal ternati ves are d-eve loped .and 
.thei·r ramifications discuss.ed freely.and openly in' staff 
meetings. Younger staff officers vigorously defend their 
ideas and proposals and receive praise or criti'cism when 

. due. The young and educated are challenged to prove 
their worth ·and 'defend their suggestions .• 'The 'experi
'enced are listened to with an attentive ear. 

Involvement of all departmental personnel to the limits 
of their ability and desire is a worthwhile.goal sought 
by the admini~tration. A climate conducive-to change ts 
tntentionally created and honest errors are .accepted 
without fear or threats of coercion. 

Change requires objective'research, critical analy~is, 
and positive action. Objectivity is essential; there
fares involvement of agencies outside the department 
which are capable of conducting research is invited, 
even requested. Students of local universities, along 
with their professors, are'becoming actively involved 
with members of the department in searching for solutions 
to community problems related to criminal justice. 

The University of'~labama in Birmingham is a valuable 
asset to a police department involved in the change 
process. Here department members can seek answers to 
complex questions of human behaVior, and develop usable 
programs to implement during urban crises. 

It must be pointed out, before proceeding further, that 
the entire political body of the City of Birmingham is 
committed to change for improvement. Without their de
sire for a professional department it ~ould not be pos
sible to develop such an organizatio~. 
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Traditionally the role of the police has been identified 
as law enforcement. Our complex modern society has made 
new demands on police organizations and a distortion of 
the traditional role now exists in the public sector. 
Some police officers also appear confused when queried as 
to thei r rol e in today' s scheme of thi ngs. , Recent stu
dies in other cities have revealed some interesting 
findings concerning the functions police actually per
form. A finding of one study w~s th3t 92 percent of an 
officer's time was taken up with service to citizens 
rather than law enf9rcement "per se." 

It is an axiom to state that no profession exists unless 
those engaged in its practice made discretionary deci
sions. However, the making of faulty discretionary 
decisions can hinder the attainment of professional 
status. In the case of the police it is particularly 
important in light of their use of authority to control 
behavior. Historically law enforcement officers in the 
United States have not been selected wisely, trained 
properly, or led competently. Police organizations have 
been neglected and abuses of police authority and discre
tionary power have deterred efforts at police profession
alization. 

Law enforcemeQt administrators find themselves in a 
quandary today, by virtue of the fact that discretion is 
necessary but the abuse of discretion is discrediting. 
The Birmingham Police Department plans to soTve this 
dilemma by first establishing tight controls over police 

'authority and operations and later, after public support 
is secured and personnel are committed to professional 
service, relaxing controls. Federal funding has been 
secured for an Inspection Controls Bureau to aid the 
Chief in directing and controlling departmental efforts. 
Additional increments of funding will be necessary to • 
maintain this Bureau before stringent controls can be 
relaxed. 

On the issue of the use of firearms, in October, 1953, Eugene IIBull" 

,Connor transmitted a police manual to all officers of the Birmingham Police 

Department containing the following rules: 

Rule 571: Members of the Police Department shall not 
permit anyone to take their firearms for inspection or 
any other reason, except superior officers in their 
regular scope of duty. 
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Rule 57~. No members of the Police Department shall 
point their firearms at any person, threateningly, play
fully or otherwise, except when necessary to defend their 
lives, the life of another, or to effect the arrest of a 
criminal who has committed a serious crime. 

Rule 573. Superior officers issuing firearms to 
members of the Department shall make a record of same and 
see that they are returned when the emergency which ne
cessitated their issuance has passed, and such records 
sha·n be filed with the Chief of Police. 

On March 14, 1975, Chief Parsons issued Directive 3-75, Firearm Use 

Policy -with purpose, liTo establish a policy to pro-vide gu;'dance to offic.ers 

in the use of firearms." The Directive was as foll'ows: 

I. Pol icy 

An officer ;s equipped with a 'firearm to dl:!fend'himself 
or others ,against deadly force, or the thre-at of imminent 
deadly force. However, when a firearm is used by an of
fi~er, it-must be with the realization that the death of 
some person may occur. Justification for the use of an 
offi'cer l s ftreerrm is 1 imited to facts known to 'the offi
c.er, or perceived by an officer at the time he.decides 
to shoot. Facts unknown to the officer cannot be consid
ered in later determining justificatio~ of the shooting. 
The law authorizes an officer to use deadly force (use 
of firearm) when it appears necessary to protect himself 
or others from what reasonably appears as an immediate 
threat of great bodily harm or imminent peril of death. 
No policy of this department shall limit that law. In 

'the extreme stress ot a shooting situation, an officer 
may not have the opportunity or ability to direct his 
shot to a non-fatal area. To require him to do so, in 
every instance, could increase the risk of harm to him
self or others. However, in keeping with the philosophy 
that the minimum force that reasonably appears necessary 
should by used, officers should be aware that, even in 
the rare cases where the use of firearms reasonably 
appears necessary,' the ri sk of death to any person shoul d 
be minimized. . . 

II. Guidelines for Use of Firearms 

A. Fleeing Felons. By statute, an officer is authorized 
the use of deadly force when .it reasonably appears neces
sary to pl~event the escape of. a felon. Such force may 
only be exercised when all reasonable aJternatives have 
been exhausted, and must be based only on facts or what 
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reasonably appear to be facts known to the officer at the 
moment he shoots. It is not practical to enumerate spe
cific felonies and state with certainty that the escape 
of the perpetrator must be prevented at, all costs, or 
that there are other felonious crimes where the perpetra
tor must be allowed to escape rather than to shoot him. 
Such decisions are based upon sound judgment, not arbi
trary checklists. 

B. Juvenile Felony Suspects. An officer generally 
should not shoot at a fleeing felon whom he has reason
able grounds to believe 1s a juvenile. However, when 
the escape of such a suspect can reasonably be expected 
to pose a serious threat to the life of another person, 
then, under these circumstances, an officer may shoot to 
prevent the escape o¥ such person. This section does 
not limit an officer's right of self-defense or his 
defense of others whose lives he reasonably believes are 
in imminent peril. 

c. Hostages. Criminals who use hostages to effect 
their escape are desperate individuals who, if allowed 
to escape, will pose a continuing threat to their hos
tages and to the public at large. Assurance that a 
h05tage will be released unharmed is a meaningless prom
ise. The department does not have the ability to protect 
the safety of a hostage who is allowed to be removed 
from the presence of officers. The safety of hostages 
can be best as~ured by keeping them in the presence of 
officers and by preventing their removal by the suspect. 
Officers should use every verbal and tactical tool at 
their disposal to secure the arrest of the suspect with
out harming the hostage. However, officers should re
alize that exceptional situations could arise where 
considered judgment might dictate allowing removal of a 
hostage, such as where there is imminent and probable 
danger to a large group of persons. 

O. In summary, every possible consideration should be 
taken prior to the use of a firearm, and if an officer 
believes that, under existing conditions, he should not 
use a firear'm to apprehend a felon, he will not be criti
cized or disciplined for this decision, and his decision 
to employ every other means to effect an arrest. 

James Parsons left Birmingham in June, 1978, and was replaced by George 

Wall, as Acting Chief for the period June, 1978 to October, 1978. In October, 

1978, Bill R. Myers, a protege of Parsons, became Chief of Police. 
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An event that occurred in 1979 had major impact upon the Birmingham Po

lice Department, particularly on its deadly force policy. On Friday, June 22, 

1979, a man named Alger Pi ckett became embroil e'd ina di spute with Mi ke 

Avery, an employee of Jerry's Quick Mart (a 7-11 s'oore) in Birmingham. The 

dispute began when Pi ckett obj ected to payi ng for gaso 1 i ne before pumpi ng. 

And it becamf:o more and more intense, reaching a point of mutual punching. 

The fight was broken up by two other men, Pickett left the store, drove away, 

but returned shortly -thereafter. After parking on the 7.-11 lot, liE:;! opened 

the carls trunk and removed a rifle. He shot from the parking lot into the 

store with that ri fl e, hi tt; ng Avery in the 1 eft shoul der wi th one of the 

bull ets. Employe'es 'from the s.toreshot back at Pickett, i rrcl udi ng a douol e 

shotgun blast. Pickett ran away, crossing the street, leaving his car behind. 

'From this distant position he called out a request to have his car driven .off 

the .parking lot to his present location. 

A young lady by the name of Bonita Carter responded to hi~ request, got 

into his car, and started driving it off the lot • ..:She was rather a tall girl 

who was wearing a cap that concealed her hair. As Carter was pulling away, 

the manager of the store ran af.ter the car with a pistol in hand. The manager, 

Ray Jenkins, had been sleeping in a rear storage area and, when awakened by 

the earlier shots, guessed that a robbery had taken place. He assumed, as he 

ran after the car driven by Carter, that he was chasing a robber who shot his 

friend Avery. .. 
Two Birmingham police officers were arriving in the 7-11 parking lot for 

a refreshment stop when they heard a radio dispatch stating that there was a 

robbery in progress at the store. The di spatch in that form came about 

because Jenkins had earl ier triggered ,a robbery alarm when he came into the 

store proper from the storage area. 
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.. 
The officers stopped their car abruptly, and, with guns drawn, went 

toward the car driven by Carter--'dhich by this time had stopped in response 

to shouted orders from J~nkins. As the officeri approached the car, Jenkins 

stated, IIThat is the car. They have got a shotgun. They shot Mi ke" (p. 674). 

Officer Hollingsworth approached the car from the rear on the driver'~ side 

and Officer Sands fro,m the rear on the passenger's side. They called out a 

warning to Carter that they were pol ice officers, but she was apparently 

petrif'ied by the whole affair by this time and slumped down in a concealed 

fashion on the front,seat. 

Several witnesses to the events stated that they shouted to the officers 

that the dri ver was an innocent gi rl, not the man who shot into the store, 

but in all the excitement the officers apparently did not hear them. 

As the officers eased toward the car, a head with alight colored hat 

suddenly popped up. Officer Sands fired four times--Carter died a short time 

late r. 

The area of Birmingham in which the shooting took place is characteristic 

of many urban IIzones in transition" in that it faces severe racial tensions 
. 

'and 'often violence. A reflection of the violent atmosphere in the area is 

evident in the testimony before the hearing committee called to investigate 

the case. Wayne Crusoe, another employee of the 7-11 store on duty on the 

night of the Carter shooting, testified before the committee as follows: 

Well Sir, while I was stocking, which I think was 
. approximately about five minutes after I had been in the 

cooler, I first heard something go ba~, which I thought 
was the cooler door opening and closing like so~ebody 
just opened it and closed it. Then, I heard a series 
of bam, bam, and looked out and saw the customers 
scrambling for safety. A lady fell down in front of 
the cooler. I realized, when I heard the next bang, 
r figured somebody must be shooting, so I got ~y pis
tol out of my pocket and pushed the cooler door open •••• 
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Many of the other store employees testified either that they had guns in 

their possession or that guns were readily available in the store. All the 

gunplay occurred with many bystanders in the area, including young children •. 

~/ithin a week of the shooting, there was 1i1ajor unrest in the black 

community. By the following weekend, the Kingston neighborhood (in which the 

Carter shoot;~g had taken place) was the scene of a rock throwing episode and 

tense police-citizen interactions. The windshields of police cars were 

covered with canvas bags to protect them against rocks. The Southern Chris

t ian Leadershi p Conference demanded the fi ri ng of theaffi cer in the shooting. 

Chi..ef Myers appeared at a bl ack community rally and was "barely allowed 

to -speak;' tre repor.t·ed that his knees .were trembling .w~.th frighto 

The next week, community leaders warned that riots would continue unless 
. 

there was legal action taken against Officer S.ands. Hhile. the parents of 

Bonita Carter urged citizens rTot ·to commit viol·ent actions, they demanded 

official action in the case involving their daug~ter. In the followingweeks~ 

a citizens· panel ,was formed to provide a publ ic forum for the controversy. 

It decided that the shots were fired IIwithout sufficient justification. 1I A 

police review panel had ruled the shootings were within departmental guide

lines. Protagonists for the police as well as for black ri.ghts marched on 

the convenience store in Kingston. Black groups demanded the firing of the 

officer. White groups protested in sympathy with victims of violent crime. 

By mi dsummer there were numerous scuffl es between black and white groups. 
. . 

While the mayor of Birmingham, David Vann, refused to dismiss the officer 

who shot Carter, he was far from publicly unsympathetic toward those who 

suffered from the tragic event. Indeed, Vann had previously been a spokes~an 

for black causes and had been elected wi th black support. Still, events 

identified him with support for the pol ice rather than the black cause. The 



election that followed bet\~een Vann and Richard Arrington, a black councilman 

(who had been on the Publ;c Safety Committee of the city council for many 

years), focused largely on the issue of police shooting, particularly deadly 

force policY. 

Arrington did defeat Vann and became mayor in November~ 1979. A new, 

and more restrictive,. shooting policy came into effect in August, 1979. The 

policy, issued by Bill R. Myers, Chief of Police, as General Order 1-78, 

Firearms Discharge Policy (revised August 24, 1979) was as follows: 

A. Firearms Discharge Policy 

An officer is equipped with-a fireann to defend 
himself or others against deadly force, the threat of 
imminent use of deadly physical force or to prevent seri
ous physical injury. However, when a firearm is used by 
an officer, it must be with the realization that the 
death of another human being may occur. Such use of 
firearms must be strictly guided by adherence to a clear 
and known policy. This policy is not intended to create 
doubt in the mind of an officer at a moment when action 
is critical and there is little time for meditation or to 
prohibit an officer from using deadly force to protect 
himself or a third party from death or serious bodily 

.injury. It provides basic guidelines governing t'he use of 
firearms so that officers can be confident in exercising 
judgment as to the use of deadly force. The following 
policy shall govern such use by members of the Birmingham 
Police Department. 

Every officer is responsible for and will be accoont
able for the knowledge of the contents of this policy and 
an officer's alleged ignorance of this policy shall not 
be a defense against departmental disciplinary action 
brought against an officer for violation of this policy. 

1. A police officer may discharge a fireann in the line 
of duty, when necessary to defend himself or a third 
person from what the officer has reasonable cause to 
believe is the imminent use of deadly physical force. 

2. After all reasonable alternatives of apprehension 
have been eXhausted, the use of deadly force by an 
officer may be considered warranted to make an arrest 
or to prevent the escape from custody of a person 
whom the ?fficer has reasonable cause to believe: 
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(a) has committed or attempted to commit a felony 
involving the use of deadly physical force, or 

(b) is attempting to escape apprehension, or custody 
by the use of deadly force, or 

(c) has indicated that he is likely to endanger hu
man life or to inflict serious physical injury 
unless apprehended without delay • 

-- Note: 

The offi6er is entitled to assume that ·a person 
committing anyone of the following crimes is com
mttti'ng "that crime whi}e -a-rmed, or i.s attempti n.g 
to ftee while armed: 

Homi ci de 
Assault with Intent to Murder 
··Robb~ry 
Rape 
'Burgl'ary of Bus·iness in nighttime 
Burglary of Residence in nighttime 

3. Justification for the use of a firearm is limited-to 
the facts known by the officer b~fore he decides to 
shoot. Facts unknown to the officer cannot be con
sidered later in determining justification of the 
shootin~. 

4. Officers shall not fire under conditions that·would 
subject bystanders or hostages to death or possible 
injury, except to preserve life or prevent serious 
bodily injury. Firing under.such conditions is not 
justified unles$ the failure to do so at the time 
would create a substantial immediate threat of death 
or seri~us bodily injury. 

5. Whenever a police officer discharges a weapon, police 
communications and the officer's immediate supervisor 
must be notified as soon as possible. 

CLAR IF ICATION OF' TERMS 

6. "Deadly Physical Force" means physical force which 
under the circumstances in which it is ,used is read
ily capable of causing death or serious injury. 

Using a deadly weapon or a dangerous instrument to 
threaten, intimidate, or physically harm another 
constitutes use of 1I0ead.ly Phys i Cd 1 Force. II 
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7. "Reasonable cause to believe" is defined as a set of 

facts which would lead a trained police officer of 
ordinary caution and prudence acting impartially and 
without prejudice under the same or similar circum
stances to conscientiously reach a conclusion. 

8. "Reasonable Alternative" is defined as a course of 
action which a trained police officer, under the 
circumstances at the time, could have taken short of 
the use of deadly physical force. 

Several police shootings toward the middle of 1980 led to further 

agitation for a still more restrictive policy. Dallas Parker, for example, 

was shot to death 'on May 28, 1980, as he fled the scene of a burglary. There 

was strong feel; ng, most especi ally on the part of Mayor Arri ngton, that 

pol; ce shaul d not shoot at f1 eei ng felons where there was no vi 01 ence or 

thre~t ~f violence. 

1980: 

The Birmingham Post-Herald reported as follows in its issue of June 17, 

Birmingham rosidents approve of police shooting 
their weapons' when officer's lives are clearly at stake. 

But a majority of residents don't think police should 
use their guns to stop a person fleeing arr~st or when a 

. person is unarmed. 

Those are some findings of a Birmingham Post-Herald 
poll conducted last week among 402 residents representing 
a cross-section of the city. 

The survey indicates that citizens generally call 
for greater restraint in using weapons than is required 
by Alabama law in the city police shooting policy. 

TrJ city's population appears to be sharply divided 
over the question of whether police use their guns too 
frequently when making arrests. About half of the people 
say the police resort to the use of deadly force too 
often and the other half disagrees. 

In general, the survey found that younge~ people (below 39) and blacks 

thought the police used their weapons too often, while older people and whites 

.. 
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tended to believe that the police should use their weapons to pr?tect property 

as well as lives. 

A more restrictive policy went into effect on July 7, 1980, under General 

Order 1-78, Firearms Discharge Policy (Revised July 7, 1980) issued by Chief 

Myers. The policy is as follows: 

Although state Law permits the use of lethal force to 
protect life and property in certain circumstances, the 
policy of the Bionningham Pol ice Department 'is much more 
restrictive. 

I. It sha·ll be the policy of the Birmingham Police De
p'artment to permit an officer of this department to 
use lethal force ~ when: 

A. "The officer reasonably believes that the offi
cerls life is-tn.jeopardy and that lethal 
force is immediately necessary to preserve the 
officer's life; or 

B. The oFf4cer reasonably believes that the life 
of another is in jeopardy and that lethal f.orce 
is immediately necessary to preserve that life. 

II. Apprehension of felons: An officer can use lethal 
force ~ when the officer has knowledge that the 
suspect being ap'prehended has committed a felony 
crime and that the suspect used or attempted to use 
lethal force in the commission of the crime for 
which he is being apprehended. 

A. Prior to using lethal force under these circum
stances, an officer must have exhausted all 
reasonable alternatives to effect the apprehen
sion without exposing the officer, the person 
to be apprehended, or any other person to the 
possibility of serious injury or death. 

B. The safety of innocent bystanders should be a 
primary concern. 

III. Use of lethal force when suspect is ar~ed with a 
knife or similar weapon. 

A. The dangerousness of a person ar~ed with a knife 
or other similar weapon will depend on the near
ness of the suspec~ to the officer or other 
persons and on the feasibility of isolating the 
suspect until other methods of apprehension can 
be used.~ 



B. Lethal Force will not be used aoainst such a 
person except for self-defense or in defense 
of another from what the officer reasonably 
believes to be an immediate threat of death or 
serious injury. 

IV. The use of lethal force will not be permitted under 
the following circumstances: ---

A. An officer may not discharge a weapon as a 
warni ng at any tiiTie. 

B. An officer may not discharge a weapon at a 
moving or fleeing vehicle unless the officer 
reasonably believes that the officer or some 
other person ;s in immediate danger of death or 
serious bodily injury. The fact that the flee
ing or moving vehicle is speeding or has commit
ted some other traffic violation does not con
stitute grounds for belief that a serious and 
immediate danger of death or serious bodily 
injury exists. 

C. An officer may not discharge a weapon from a 
moving vehicle unless the officer reasonably 
believes that the officer or another is in 
immediate danger of death or serious bodily 
inj~ry. 

D. An officer may not use lethal force on a mis
demeanant when that is the only offense known 
to the officer, unless the officer reasonably 
believes that the officer or another is in 
immediate danger of death or serious bodily 
injury. 

E. Lethal force will not be used by Birmingham 
Police Officers in apprehending a suspect wa~ted 
solely for a property crime when there is no 
immediate danger of death or serious bodily 
injury to the officer or another. 

V. The conduct of all Birmingham Police Officers regard
ing the use of lethal force will be judged according 
to the provisions of this policy. 

CLASSIFICATION OF TERMS 

"Lethal Force.'· means physical force which is readily cap
able of causing death or serious injury. Using a lethal 
weapon or a dangerous instrunent to threa~en, inti~idate, 
or physically hann another constitutes use of "Lethal 
Force. It 
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"Has Knowledge" means facts or information known to the 
officer. 

The phrasing "lethal force" was used in place of "deadly force" on the 

basis of a preference of Mayor Arrington~ This new policy allowed the use of 

dead ly force against f1 eei ng felons on 1y when lithe suspect used or' attempted 

to use lethal force in the commission of the crime. 1I 

.. 
The reception of the pol icy was, to express the matter mildly, mixed. 

Friction between the Mayor and the Fraternal Order of Police was expressed as 

follows in the Birmingham Times (described in its headline as The Southe'ast's 

Largest Black Weekly): 

A Wednesday morning press conference by members of 
the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) prompted an afternoon 
press conferencevby Mayor Richard Arrington. Lt. Jimmy 
Williams, president of FOP, was reported to have said 
that the Mayor's new policy on the use of lethal force in 
law enforcement that went into effect July 7, represents 
"a serious threat to the safety of the lives and '~roperty 
of the citizens of this city." An angered Mayor Richard 
Arrington responded to the charges by saying the ,state
ment issued by the FOP 1s a highly distorted, highly 
unprofessional and de1iberate misrepresentation of the 
City's New Fire Arm Policy •••• 

The FOP urged citizens to contact State Senators and 
Representatives and ask them to introduce legislation to 
prevent anyone, incl~din~ municipal governments from 
interfering with the rights and powers accorded the law. 
Mayor Arrington indicated that he does not believe the 
statements of Lt. Williams represent the attitudes of the 
overwhelming majority of'police officers. 

"The new shooting policy does not jeopardize the 
lives of officers or the law-abiding citizens of this 
community," Arrington explained_ He added liThe FOP 
statement that 'the policy represents a serious threat to 
the safety of the 1ives of our citizens is a blatant 
lie,," The mayor said that the policy was developed with 
the assistance of citizen input and was approved by com
mittee and even po1ice officers agreed with the policy_ 
Arrington said he wanted to make a few minor changes but 
since there was a consensus of opinion he'd let it stand 
as it was. 
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The mayor pointed out that he was considering disciplinary action against 

Lt. Williams. 

The Bi rmingham Post-Herald conducted a survey of reactions to the new 

pol icy on the part of the pol ice officers and merchants I and reported the 

results on July 11, 1980. Of 49 police respondents, 42 said they were opposed 

to the new pol icy. And all but one of the merchants interviewed express~,: 

disagreement with the new shooting policy. 

Bill Myers was replaced as Chief of Police in January, 1981. His re

placement was Jack A. Warren who is serving as Acting Chief as of this date 

(,June 22, 1981). The search for a permanent chief seems to be in its final 

stag~s at this time. 
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Economy 

For more than half a century, Miami has been known as one of this coun

try's premier tourist centers. Situated on the Southeastern, Atlantic coast 

of Florida with its natural attractiveness and pleasant climate, the city 

consistently draws thousands of vacationers. Originally, the largest number 

of these vi sitors came from the cities and farms of the Northeast and the 

Midwest to spend some time in the sun and surf, but in recent years greater 

representations 'have come from Europe and, more significantly, .from Latin 

America. 

While tourism is still a very important component of the city and indeed 

the area's economy, technology and a number of historical events have led to 

its broad-based diversification in the last 25 years. The advent of nuclear 

power has provided the area with a comfortable reservoir of electrical power,. 

chemistry has pacified the troublesome mosquito (permitting the public to 

enjoy the pleasures of a south Florida evening), and the settlement of thou

sands of Spanish-speaking individuals in Miami constitutes an important 

human resource and a valuable link to the multi-billion dollar Latin American 

trade. 

As a result of the above, the Miami-Dade County area has become a major 
. 

center of international banking, has seen its importing and exporting 

activities spiral to a value of over $7,500,000,000 (1979) with its port and 

airport surpassing their projected growth rates, and now hosts 190 multi

national firms and 45 Fortune 500 companies. 

Demography 

There is some controversy as to r~i ar.1i' s prese"t popul ati on. Accardi ng 

to the 1980 U.S. Census, it has a population of 346,000. This is a 39 percent 

increase over 1950, but only a three percent increase since 1970, and a one 
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percent decrease from its 1975 peak estimated population of 350,742. The 

city is, however, challenging the census bureau's 1980 figures. As a result 

of the 1980 Cuban boatlift and the sizeable number af Haitian refugees who 

have come to its shores, the city claims an additional 45,000 residents. 

Further, Miami has stated that 10,900 permanent residents were not counted, 

giving a tota~ estimated population of 403,000. 

No di.scussion of Miami IS popul'ation should excl ude r.ecognition of the 

thou.sands Of -ind;'vidual·s -who daily commute from all pants of the vast metro

poli'tan al"eato work, '~to shop, or to lIse the cultural, educational, and 

social facilities provided by the central city, and of the additional thousands 

af tourists who swell the ctty's resident popula,t'ion. 

Since Miami's present total population cannot be specified, clearly sub

group numbers can only be guessed. A 1979 estimate ,based upon a population 

of 360,000 gave the city an ethnic compos'Hion of 53 percent -Hispanic, 23 

percent Anglo, 22 percent Bl ack, and two percetlt Other. Because the vast 

majority of the .city's new, 1980 residents are either Cuban or Haitian it is 

safe to assume that the percentage of Hi spanics and B1 acks have i ncreas.ed. 

Even before the latest in~lux of refugees, Miami had a greater percentage 

of citi zens of low income, and with fewer years of formal educat ;on, than did 

cOr.Jparabl e cities in the United States. Further, approximately 15 percent 

of its popul ation are over 65 years of age because the city is seen as a 

haven for retirees. That is' one reason Miami has a greater imbalance between 

females and males than is generally found, has a relatively larger female labor 

force, and has a smaller number of children. 

Miami covers approximately 53 square miles, but only 34 square miles are 

dry land. The city is relatively hig,h in population density, as compared 
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with cities of over 100,000 peopl e even though it is a city of primarily 

single family dwellings. 

Add to these demographic conditions the significant economic, social, 

and psychological problems associated with the most recent wave of Cuban and 

Haitian refugees and the extent and uniqueness of the difficulties presently 

facing the city are e~ident. 

Government and Politics 

The Ci~y of Miami has the traditional commission-manager form of govern

ment. The mayor and four commi sst oners are popul arly el ected and serve as 

the city's legislative body. The mayor serves as ceremonial head of the 

city and chairman of the City Commission. The chief administrative officer 

of the city is the city manager. He is appointed by and serves at the plea

sure of the City Commission. The city manager in turn appoints the chi.ef of 

police. 

Over the years, Miami's minority communities have increased their repre

sentation on the Commission until the mid-seventies when an Hispanic was 

~pPGinted and then elected mayor. The present (1981) Commission consists of 

thre~ Hispanics (two Cubans and one of Puerto Rican extraction), one Black 

and one Anglo. A Black was recently appointed city manager. 

Miami, 'Iike the majority of large American cities, experienced the eco

nomic, political, and social upheavals of the sixties and seventies. It saw 

its share of civil rights and anti-Viet Nam War demonstrations. It fOllnd 

its residents protesting discrimination, poverty, and a lack of adequate and 

appropriate service in the streets, in the courts, and in the halls of gov

er'nment. For example, there were numerous claims of discriminatory and 

inadequate service delivery to economically depressed sections of the city, 
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particularly in the late sixties and early seventies. Poverty, unemployment, 

and poor housi ng for' B1 acks were generally seen as the major cause of the 

1968 riot in the city. 

However, probably the most difficult of a wide range of problems was the 

attempt to accomodate the waves of refugees that began in the early 1960s and 

continues to ~he present time. The first large group, mainly Cubans who fled 

Castro's revolution, were generally talented and law-abiding, but they wer'e 

for the most part destitute and unfamiliar with this country's language, cus

toms, and cUl.ture. The Cuban influx conti,nued on a smaller scale for the 

remainder of the sixties and through the seventiAs. The Cubans were joined 

during this 'period by a stream of individuals from almost every part of 

Latin America. It should be noted that besides the very difficult eco~omic 

and s.ocial problems for community and i'ndividual alike that resulted from 

this massive resettlement, a new, sometimes volatile, dimension was ,added to 

the community's political life. Many, if not the majority, of these refugees. 

left their homes because of political differences and sometimes persecution • . 
It is only natural for them to have continued to support and work for the 

success of the political cau?es in which they so passionately believed. 

Unfortunately, the divergence of groups, ideologies and interests has some

times caused public or private conflicts complicating the role of local 

authorities. 

The latest (1980) nlassive movement of Cuban and Haitian refugees into 

the area has served to intensify existing problems and created some new 

strains. The integration of 45,000 new residents has 'placed a high burden on 

governmental and private resources. Al ready 1 imited educational, housing, 

welfare, and police budgets were stretched to the breaking point. ~hile the 

arrival of so;ne federal and state funds was some help, these monies were 
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generally found to be too little and too late. Refugee related crime, about 

which more will be said later, has added significantly to the city'!) already 

sizeable crime rate. Finally, tensions between the Slack and Cuban communi

ties have grown considerably with Blacks charging favoritism or even racism 

because of what they perceive as preferential treatment in the handling of 

the Ha it i an and the- Cuban refugees. Further, a recent poll of Bl acks con

ductad after the 1980 riot showed that 87 percent of those interviewed felt 

that the 1980 Cuban boatlift would hurt their economic changes. (The Miami 

Herald. June 22, 1980, p. 23-A.) --" 
In the early evening of Saturday, May 17, 1980, the City of Miami began 

.what ytas probably the most traumatic experience in its gO-year history. For 

three days, the city was torn by a riot in which 18 died and an estimated 

$100 mill ion in pt-operty damage occurred. The immediate cause of the riot 

was the acquital of a group of white Dade County Public Safety Officers accused 

of beating to death a Bl ack by the name of Arthur McDuffie. The trial was 

held in Tampa, Florida after a change of venue. Four other events added to 

the tension of the times: 

1. A wrong house drug raid and beating of Nathaniel LaFleur, a black 

school t'iacher, for a 11 edgedly resi sti ng arrest by Dade County 
. 

Public Safety Officers. There was no criminal prosecution. 

2. Black burglary suspect, Randy Heath was killed by a white Hialeah 

police officer. The grand jury declined to charge the officer and 

the state attorney would no file charges, although a county judge 

found probable cause to charge the officer with a criminal act. 

3. The molestation of an eleven-year-old black female by a white Flor-

ida Highway Patrol Officer. The officer entered a plea of guilty 
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and was sentenced to probation and agreed to undergo psychiatric 

treatment. 

4. The conviction of black School Superintendent Johnny Jones on 

larceny charges 'by an all-white jury in t~ay 1980. 

These events confi rmed the opi ni on hel d by many Bl acks that Dade County 

justice was u~equal, that Blacks could not get a fair trial, and that Whites 

cQuldget away with anything. Fully nine out of ten Blacks questioned in 

the previously mentioAed poll held to this position. 

There can be no question that the level of Black disenchantment in Mtami 

is extremely high, but whettler the ctty will have another \iot ts impossible 

to answer (the~e was another brief fl,a-re-up in the Liberty City·ar;.ea tn Ju'ly 

1980). The city certainly faces a difficult period with a high level of 

community tension and only a limited deg~ee of community trust. 

C rilT'e in Mi ami 

Miami has for many years experienced a high incidence of crime. In the 

1960s, Mi ami often headed the 1 i st of Ameri can cit; es in the rate of major 

crimes reported. Major crime rose a total of 98.5 percent during the sixties. 

Between 1970 and 1979, the number of Part r crimes increased 56 percent, 

although they decrease~ 6.7 percent in 1979 from the peak attained in 1975. 

In 1979, Miami ranked eighth among major cities for violent crime. 

,One area of internat.ional trade has had a violent impact upon Miami. , . 
According to the federal 'government, Miami has becor.1e the "Wall Street of the 

drug trade. II Authorities estimate that about 70 perGent of the S40 bill ion 

annual marijuana and cocaine business in the United States comes through 

southern Florida. Literally billions of illicit dollars are moved through 
. 

Miami banks including the Federal Reserve Bank in, Florida. This drug traffic 
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has added a level of deadly sophistication to. the local crime scene with 

murder, intimidation, and corruption being all too common side effects. It 

is estimated that 200 or so smuggling rings are operating out of Miami with 

federal, state, and local officials fighting i:i Qenerally losing war. 

While the presence of relatively high levels of crime are not new.to 

Miami's citizenry, they were not prepared for the crime wave that came in the 

wake of the Cuban boatlift. The majority of the individuals who came to this 

country from Cuba during 1980 were law abiding, but a significant number of 

the refugees were convicted criminals and people with mental problems. In 

i ndel i cate but forceful 1 anguage the Mayor of Mi ami said, liThe Cuban commu-

.nist dictator flushed his toilets. 1I (The Miami Herald, September 18,1980, 

p. 1-A.) 

In Little Havana, during June, July, and August 1980, Part I crimes 

increased approximately 100 percent over those that occurred during the same 

period in 1979. In Little Haiti, the increase was approximately 125 percent. 

In the remainder of the city the increase was 33 percent. 

Murders increased 90 percent in the last two years in Miami, and 36 of 
. 
the city I s III vi ct ims for the fi rst fi ve months of 1981 were recent Cuban 

refugees. . 
Fi nally, a seni or Dade County juvenil e court judge estimates that the 

number of Latin juvenile offenders will double by 1983 and a major factor in 

the rise. will be the Cuban boatlift. He estimates that slightly more than 

500 new offenders will come before the Court during the 1980-81 term. 

Crime and the riot ~ave obviously caused considerable fear in the public 

and the fear has been expressed 'j n the form of purchase of handguns. For 

the 12-month period ending September 30, 1980, ~or~ than forty thousand 

handguns were purchased, a 38 percent increase over the previous year. The 
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fear of crime pervades many aspects of Miami's economic, political and social 

1 He. 

Miami Police Depar.tment 

The Miami Pol ice Department faced the problems of the sixties with 

little national or local notoriety. Indeed, Chief Walter Headley's December; 

1967, press conference in which he announced hi s widely reported IIGiet Tough ll 

'policy in re-sponse to an increa·se in violent cri,me in Black areas of Miami 

was a con-sider-ab1.e. deviation from the dEpartment's usual sedate pubHc stance. 
... . 

His announcements that the Bl ack Community would receive concentrated atten

tion with· double patrols, shotguns, and dogs, and that, "When the looting 

starts, -:the sh'ooti'ng .. starts) II put forth a new ·enforcement s.tyle. 

Chief Headly reti red and the department was led into the 1970s by an 

outsider, Bernard L. Gannire, who had serv.ed previously 'as .Chre'f of Police in 

Tucson, Arizona. Garmire was hired in 1969. 

Garmire had a national reputation as a progressive police le,3der, and 

he was a strong advocate of police professionalism, including the need for' 

college training for all police officers. He stressed the ~development of a 

service oriented uniformed patrol force and an essentially plainclothes 

tactical service that ;s target based and mission oriented. He also fostered 

the concept of team policing. 

Fortuitously, in the late sixties, the City of Miami decided to improve 

much of its physical plant. It called a $129 mlllion bond election on June 

30, 1970. Twenty mill i on doll ars of those funds w~re desi gnated for the 

acquisi-:ion of cap'ital facilities and equipment for the police department. 

The police bond issue passed and the r~iar:li l'aodern Police Department (r"~1PO) 

project took a grand step forward. The second st~p in the process of modern~ 

ization was to hire a group of experts from the Stanford Research Institute 



(SRI) to assist the department. in its development. Among other things MMPD 

included: 

1. Strength~ning the department's technical and management services; 

2. Improving the department's information services; 

3. Revamping of methods, equipment and pro~edures to receive and 

dispatch calls for servicej 

4. Redesigning the department's radar syst~m; 

5. Building a new police headquarters; 

6. Improving the department's personnei and training 

practices. 

Many ~f these activites have been completed. The most dramatic success was 

the construction of the headquarters'facility. The building was occupied in 

May 1976. Some projects such as the constant update of the department IS 

information and communcations systems continue into the 19805. 

Garmire's drive for "progress" did not a.lways receive the unqualified 

support of the public, elected Gfficials, or indeed, the officers of the 

department. Internally, some viewed him as autocratic and aloof, either 
• 

unwilling or unable to communicate. Police morale was investigated by grand 

juries in 1970 and 1973. In each of their final reports, they found serious 
. 

morale and communications problems, but while in the 1970 Grand Jury Report 

witnesses \'I'ere "almost unanimous in their praise of [GarmireJ as an excellent 

administrator," the 1973 Grand Jury's Report found little support for the 

chi ef even as an admi ni strator. Its fi rst recommendat i on therefore was: 

Since the same conditions exist now as did in 1970, the 
City Manager and the City Commission should demand that 
Chief Garmire use all the authority vested in him to 
correct the conditions outlined. If he cannot improve 
morale and the performance of the department, new leader
ship should be sought. 
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Garmire also faced a seriously increasing crime rate (Part I crimes 

increased 35 percent in 1973 and 26 percent in 1974), a publ ic dispute over 

the conduct of a number of police investigations of public officials, and 

charges of improprieties in both the mayor's and the city manager's offices. 

He resigned in January 1975, and was rep1 aced from within by Garl and 

Watkins. --

Chief Watkins was a low-keyed executive who did much to continue the 

implementation of the 'Miami Modern Police Oepartment .. His journeyman-like 

performance reduced the tensions of the preceding years and-resulted in sig

nificant progress insofar as the department's professionali~m was concerned. 

However, during Chief Watkin's tenure, a downward trend began in the 

actual number of sworn personnel in the Miami pol ice department. The major 

reasons for the decrease were probably budgetary limitations,·a higher number 

of resignations than normal, particularly in 1979, and a hiring freeze and 

delayed personnel activity stemming from a federal discrimination suit (a 

suit which was settled by consent decree in February 1976). 

Between 1970 and 1975, the actual number of sworn personnel went from 

687 to 788 (an increase of 14~ 7 percent). While the .annual increases were 

small, they were constant. From 1975 to 1979, the actual number of officers 

decreased 15 percent (122 officers), and it left the department with three 

percent fewer officers (21) than it had in 1970. 

The situation became 'somewhat worse in early 1980, but in the wake of 

the riot, the high influx of refugees, soaring crime rate, and a massive 
. 

public outcry for more police protection, the department was authorized to 

recruit to the point that it will have 814 by the close of the 80-81 fisc'al 

year. While additional resources are a,1ways appr'eciated, it should be not!.!d 

that because of the rapi d expans; on, over ha 1f of its patrol force wi 11 be 
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on probation, and therefore untried. The departMent hopes to increase the 

force to 1,000 officers in the next fiscal period. 

In January 1978, Chief Watkins retired and was replaced by Acting Chief 

Kl imkowski until on March 15, 1978, Captain Kenneth Harms was appointed 

Chief of Pol ice. Chief Harms, a 39-year-old native Miamian and l8-year 

veteran of the department, brought an outgoing, aggressive, community-oriented 

style of leadership to the department. Almost immediately he undertook a 

series of highly visible programs aimed at attacking his more serious problem, 

crime, and building public support for the department in the community. In 

late April 1978, the department began 1I0pera tion Clean Sweep,!! an attempt to 

.reduce daytime juvenile crime by removing truants from the streets. It was 

highly unsuccessful. On May 9, 1979, the Chief, along with community leaders 

and members of hi s staff, began the fi rst of numerous wal ks through the 

streets of local neighborhoods to get first-hand knowledge of the problems 

facing the various commu'nities. 

A 1976 survey of city residents conducted with funds from the Law En

forcement Assistance Administration showed a sizeable amount of support for 
. 
the r~PD's performance. Only in the Black population did there seem to be 

any significant objection to the department. . 
The department did take a number of steps to improve its image in the 

minority community. In November 1979, the department had a minority repre

sentation of 36.7 percent. Thirteen and six-tenths percent of all officers 

were black, 18.4 percent were Hispanic, and 4.6 percent were white fe~ales. 

Between January 1978 and September 1980, 141 officers were hired. One hun

dred twenty-one of them (85.8 percent) were minority members with 32.6 per

cent Slack, 46.1 percent Hispanic, aQd 7.1 percent white females. A Hispanic 
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was promoted to the only opening for a mayor during the period, and the de

partment's only black mayor was given command of patrol. This has more 

than complied with the targets established by the consent decree referred to 

above. It should be mentioned that this affirmative action effort has caused 

some morale problem for those white officers who feel they are being passed 

over for pr'om()ot ion. 

Knowing·that it was a seridu~ source of irritation in the Slack Commun

ity Chief Har-ms order-ed a review .of .the department's "Deadly Force Policy" 

in 1978. A pelatively restrictive policy was waiting ap.prolfal tn the city 

manager's office when the May 1980 riot broke 'out. It was 'put into effect 

by the chief's 'order on the second rright af the r-iot. 

In 1979, -as a result of the animosity toward the department resul,ting 

from the LaFleur incident (in which it actually· played no part), the city 

manager appointed a study committee to 100k into the issue of .poli.ce comp1aint 

review. The committee consisted of a black assistant city manager, a black. 

citizen, a Hispanic citizen, a representative of the Fraternal Order of 

Police (FOP) and a representative of the chief's office. The group agreed 

on a pl an which call ed for the establ i shment of the "Office of Professional 

Compliance" within the OfficG of the Chief of Police. Under the proposal) a 

five-m~mber advisory committee would be appointed. Two laymen would be 

designated by the city manager, with the concurrence of the city commission, 

one member would be a repre~entative of the FOP, one would be an assistant 

city manager, and one woul d be a representati ve of tr.e Offi ce of the Chi ef 

of Pol ice. The advi sory cor.1mittee woul d recommenr: the peopl e to be hi red 

to fill the director's and three investigator's positions .. The chief and 

the city manager would have the final. say in hiring staff. The advisory 

committee and the staff would generally monitor the cOr.1plaint process and 
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keep the complainant informed of the complaint's progress. The proposal was 

presented to the city commission, and it was enacted on July, 10, 1980. 

A remarkabl e aspect of the Mi ami Pol ice Department IS rel ationship with 

its minority communities was the lack of major controversy between the begin

ning of 1977 and the end of 1979. A review of the local press and interviews 

with a variety of political and community leaders reflects an occasional 

difference of opinion, but no major problems. The relative calm was broken 

by the LeFleur incident in February 1979, but since Miami PO officers were 

not involved, most of the difficulty resulted from the public's inability to 

differentiate between police departments, a difficulty that would eventually 

put ~~e MPD in the middle of Miami's greatest civil disturbance. The depart

ment was a victim of circumstance. While the McDuffie case and others in 

Dade County brought pol ice practice and performance into serious question, 

MPD officers were not participants. Yet, when the demonstration protesting 

the McDuffie verdict deteriorated into a riot, Miami officers had the greatest 

level of involvement since most of the riotous activity occurred within city 

limits. 

There can be no doubt that the MPD's relationship with segments of the 

81 ack com!ilunity were severely damaged by the riot. The event reinforced . 
each side's adversarial stance. Further, MPD officers shot and killed three 

i ndi vi dua 1 s duri ng the ri ot and a lthough the offi cer~' actions were found 

justifiable in all three cases, two of the incidents caused considerable 
. 
controversy. The alleged vandalism by Miami police personnel of cars in a 

looted discount store's parking lot convinced many of the biased and undis

ciplined behavior of all police officers (the city did assume the responsi

bility for the damage to the vehicles and the officers were originally sus

pended with pay and when reinstated required to submit to retraining). 
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The Miami Herald (June 22. 1980, p. 23-A) pOll of Blacks taken after the 

riot indicated a very high level of distrust of the police, with 90 percent 

saying police brutality is a "big problem." In addi'.!ion, the following r!=

sponses were coll-ected using the statement "Sorne people say ••. 11 

1. 

., 
"'. 

3. 

4. 

Policemen lack respect or use 
insulting language. 

Policemen roust, frisk, or search 
without cause. 

Policemen ~top or sea~ch cars or 
homes for no :.good . reason. 

Policemen use unnecessary force in 
making arrests. 

78% yes 

72% yes 

77% yes 

Chief Harms chanenged'those findirtgs in his 1:es;timony bewre the Gov,e'r

nor's Ci ti zens' Committee on the causes of the Mi ami di sturbance. He termed 

the Herald poll "an absolute travesty (The Miami Herald, July 9, 1980, p. 

3-8). He further charged that the questions were presented in such a way 

as to elicit negative results. 

The chief went on to state that local news media, particulary the Herald, 

created the emotional atmosphere that led to the May riots. Harms also said, 

"I waul dn I t say that the Mi ami Herald caused the r; ots but I woul d say that 

it certainly raised the emotional le'lel of this community. I wO'Jld say that 

it made a· significant contribution." 

The Herald repiied editorially a few days later saying that "Chief Harms' 

attitude shows that the ki11~the-messenger syndrome infects even those whose 

professional respect for facts should immunize them against unsupportable 

accusations" (July 11, 1980, p. 6-A). The editorial also charged Hams with 

a "m; sunderstand ing of a newspaper' s funct; on, Il addi n9, tlNo purpose is serv'ed 

by blaming the Herald for reporting tl.':.;:a (police) abuses. Instead, Chief 
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Harms and other responsible officials should devote their full energies to 

correcting them." 

Finally, Chief Harms ina 1 etter to the editor reiterated hi s charge 

that, "the Herald insisted on perpetuating the emotions and fanning the flames 

through a blatant insensitivity that cannot be tolerated in a diverse community 

such as ours" (July 1~, 1980, p. 6-A). 

Before closing this section, a further comment should be made concerning 

the police vandalism mentioned earlier. When the mayor heard of the incident 

he referred to the officers involved as "bums" and demanded that they be fired. 

These men were suspended wi th pay. Members of the department, through the 

,Fraternal Order'of Police, reacted to the mayor's comments, the suspensions, 

and the suggestion that many rioters would receive am~esty, by threatening to 

call a strike. (~ief Harms at a meeting of some 400 officer, in front of the 

Police Building managed to calm things by assuring the crowd that the suspended 

officers would be judged fairly and without political interference. The 

offi cers were rei nstated and ass i gned to attend "stress tra i ni ng"--pendi n9 

further investigation. When the FOP president announced that no general 
. 
amnesty was under consideration, the men withdrew their threat to strike and 

the meeting broke up. 
. 

The mayor apol ogi zed for hi s intemperate remarks. The FOP 1 ater, how-

ever, attempted to reca 11 the mayor \ but fa 11 ed. The black offi .:ers I group, 

the Community Police Benevolent Association, denounced the attempted recall 

of the mayor 1 abel i ng it an attempt to get the mayor for hi s support of 

affirma~/ve acti~n policies. 

The Use of Deadly Force 

The present "Deadly Force Pol icy" of the Miami Pol ice Departr.lent is the 

product of a series of historical events that lead back to 1971. 
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In 1971, Chief Bernard Garmire initiated a letter to the State of 

Florida's attorney general seeking an opinion which would allow him to limit 

the use of deadly force by pol ice officers. The attorney general stated in 

response that pol ice officers have a 1 egal duty to use deadly force as per 

the Florida State statutes, that a chief of police could not narrow the scope 

of the authorHy, and that disciplinary action initiated by the department 

for the violation of a more restrictive policy would not be upheld by the 

courts. 

The State 1 egisl atur.e changed ,the Florida State statutes in 1974 to 

restri ct the use of deadly fo'rce by pol; ce offi cers to ~revent immedi ate 

death or great bodily harm, o'r to prev'ent e.scape of afel o'n where the esc.al'e 

would endanger humans. 

In 1975, the State legislature amended the Florida state statutes and 

put into e'ffect the old law provision. The opinion of the attorney general 

became applicable again. 

In 1976, Dade County's Sheriff Bud Purdy requested that the attorney 

general clarify the fleeing felon statute. He reiterated his 1971 opinion, 

except that a chief could ado,pt a more restrictive pol icy and enforce its 

provisions as per Chastain v. Civil Service Board of Orlando. 

Chief Harms, in 1978, ordered that the use of deadly force by MPD offi-

cers be carefully reviewed, and that, if appropriate, a new deadly force 

policy be ctrafted. 

Unfortunately, the policy which was so cautiously developed and had as 
. 

one of its primary aims avoidance of the crises that result from unfortunate 

applications of deadly force, was put into effect in time of crisis to avoid 

inflaming the situation further by th,e unrestricted use of deadly force. 
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The present policy reads as follows: 

13.0 POLICY. 

The Mi ami Pol ice De'Pa rtment pl aces a greater val ue on the 
preservat i on of 1 i fe than on the protect; on of property. It 
is in the best interest of the public, the Miami Police 
Department and the offi cers of the Mi ami Pol ice Department 
that the use of deadly force by the police balance the safety 
of the community and its police with the constitutional 
principle of due process. . 

This policy is based upon legal and moral precepts for police 
officers to utilize deadly force to protect society and 
themselves from death or great bodily harm. 

It is the policy of the Miami Police Department that officers 
will use deadly force only as a last resort and when the 
officer has reasonable belief that deadly force action is 
requ;redo 

1300.1 To prevent death, or great bodily harm to the officer 
or another person, or 

13.0.2 To apprehend a fleeing felon who is armed and danger
ous, or 

13.0.3 To apprehend a fleeing felon who has committed a fel
ony resulting in death or great bodily harm. 

Between 1970 and 1979, the number of firearms discharge incidents exper

ienced by the MPD has decreased 67.5 percent (from 83 to 29). The decrease 

has been fairly consistent with the only increase 24.4 percent (from 45 to 

56) occurring in 1975. Between 1976 and 1979 officers killed eight and 

wounded 30. Six of the fatalities took place in 1979. 

During the period 1977-79, the number of incidents decreased from 45 to 

29 (35 .. 5 percent). A department spokesman attributes the reduction to in

creased scrutiny and review of all appl ications of deadly force and to the 

uncertain status of the pol icy during the review period.. The majority of 

the reductions have been on the area of fleeing felons. 

As was noted earlier the department experienced little controversy inso-

far as the use of deadly force vias concerned in ~he period 1977-79. Only 

~~ - --' 
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one case received much publicity, the shooting of a teenager, and the officer 

was dismissed for his actions. The U.S. Justice Department inadvertently 

confimed the non-controversial nature of MPD shootings when after the riot 

it indicated that it was going to check 14 cases of alleged police brutality 

in southern Florida. Of the 14. seven took pl ace in Dade County, and one \':as 

an alleged shdoting of Napoleon Iteiralde by an MPD officer. A search of 

MPD records turned up no information on such an incident, and the department 

heard nothing furt~er about the investigation. 

Because of the May 1980 riot it is likely that the 'number of shooting 

incidents will increase. Of the three fatal shootings tha~ occurred during 

the riot, as~noted earl ier, two became quite controversi··al but the officers 

were cleared after investigation by th.e department, the state attorney, and 

in one case, the federal grand jury. 




